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NCM  Governance  Stracfaire 


Executive  Committee 

(20  members) 

Chair — Charles  Wethington  Jr. 

DIVISION  I 

Name  Institution  Term  Expires 

Carol  A.  Cartwright  Kent  State  University  Jan.  2004* 

John  T.  Casteen  III  University  of  Virginia  Jan.  2002* 

Leory  Davis  South  Carolina  State  University  Jan.  2002* 

Milton  A.  Gordon  California  State  University, 

Fullerton  Jan.  2003* 

Robert  Lawless  University  of  Tulsa  Jan.  2002* 

V.  Lane  Rawlins  University  of  Memphis  Jan.  2002:: 

Harold  T.  Shapiro  Princeton  University  Jan.  2003* 

Kenneth  A.  Shaw  Syracuse  University  Jan.  2003  " 

Graham  B.  Spanier  Pennsylvania  State  University  Jan.  2001* 

Rev  David  T.  Tyson  University  of  Portland  Jan.  2001* 

Claire  Van  Uminorsen  Cleveland  State  University  Jan.  2003 

Charles  Wethington  Jr.  University  of  Kentucky  :Jan.  2001* 

DIVISION  II 

Arcnd  D.  Lubbers  Grand  Valley  State  University  Jan.  2003* 

Gladys  Styles  Johnston  University  of  Nebraska  at  Kearney  Jan.  2002'’ 

DIVISION  III 

Thomas  B.  Court  ice  Ohio  Wesleyan  University  Jan.  2002* 

Ann  H.  Die  Hendrix  College  Jan.  200 F: 

MANAGEMENT  COUNCIL  CHAIRS 

(Ex  officio,  nonvoting  members) 

Division  I:  Edward  “Ted”  Leland.  Stanford  University,  Jan.  2002* 
Division  II:  Clint  Bryant,  Augusta  State  University.  Jan.  2003* 

Division  111:  Walter  j  Johnson,  North  Central  College,  Jan.  2001* 
President:  Cedric  W.  Dempsey 

Note  The  NCAA  president  votes  only  in  the  case  of  tie  votes  among  the 
other  voting  members. 

N CAA  sta  ff  l ia  isnn  s : 

James  L.  Isch 
Bridget  Belgiovinc 

’Not  eligible  for  reappointment  (or  reseiection)  to  the  Executive  Committee 


Delegates  and  Visitors 


■7 


Division  I  Board  of  Directors 

(18  members) 

Chair— Graham  B  Spanier 


DIVISION  l-A 

Conference 

Represented  Name ,  Institution 

Atlantic  Coast  .John  T  Casteon  III,  University  of  Virginia 
Big  bast  Kenneth  A  Shaw,  Syracuse  University 

Big  Ten  Graham  B.  Spanier,  Pennsylvania  State 

University 

BlS  1 2  Robert  Hememvny,  University  of  Kansas 

Big  West  Milton  A.  Gordon,  California  State 

University,  Fullerton 

Conference  USA  V.  Lane  Rawlins,  University  of  Memphis 
Mid-Amencan  Carol  A,  Cartwright,  Kent  State  University 
Mountain  West  Carol  Harter,  University  of  Nevada. 

I  .as  Vegas 

Pacific- 10  David  B.  Frohnmaycr,  University  of  Oregon 

Southeastern  Charles  Wellington  Jr,  University 

of  Kentucky 

Western  Athletic  Robert  Lawless,  University  of  Tulsa 


Colonial 
Athletic 
Ivy  Group 
Midwestern 

Mid-Continent 

Mid-Eastern 

Ohio  Valley 
West  Coast 


DIVISION  LAA  AND  l-AAA 

Linwood  H.  Rose,  James  Madison 
University 

Harold  T.  Shapiro.  Princeton  University 
Claire  Van  Ummersen,  Cleveland  State 
University 

Donald  Spencer.  Western  Illinois  University 
Leroy  Davis,  South  Carolina  State 
University 

Ron  Eaghn,  Morehead  State  University 
Rev.  David  T.  Tyson,  University  of  Portland 


NCAA  staff  J i  a  isons: 
S.  David  Berst 
Robin  J  Green 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  2002’: 
Jan. 2003  ‘ 

Jan  200  P: 
Jan.  2001 

Jan  2003* 
Jan. 2002* 
Jan.  2004" 

Jan.  2004* 
Jan.  2003" 

Jan.  2001* 
Jan  2002 ] 


Jan.  2004 J* 
Jan,  2003* 

Jan.  2003 
Jan.  2001* 

Jan. 2002 : 
Jan. 2004" 
Jan. 2001- 


Division  I  Management  Council 

(49  members) 

Chair— Edward  ‘Ted"  Lefand 

DIVISION  I  A 

Conference 

Represented  Name ,  Institution  Term  Expires 

Atlantic  Coast  Arthur  W.  Cooper.  North  Carolina  State 

University  jnn  2003" 

Atlantic  Coast  Deborah  A.  Yow,  University  of  Maryland, 

College  Park  '  ’  Jan  2001 ' 

'Not  eligible  for  reappointment  {or  reselection) 
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Conference 
Represented 
Atlantic  Coast 
Big  East 
Big  East 
Big  East 
Big  Ten 
Big  Ten 
Big  Ten 
Big  12 
Big  12 
Big  12 
Big  West 
Conference  USA 
Conference  USA 
Conference  USA 
MAC 

Mountain  West 
Pacific- 10 
Pacific- 10 

Pacific- 10 
Southeastern 
Southeastern 
Southeastern 
Western  Athletic 


Name,  Institution  Term  Expires 

Ron  Wellman,  Wake  Forest  University  Jan.  2002 
Patricia  Thomas,  Georgetown  University  Jan.  2003* 
Gene  DeFihppo,  Boston  College  Jan.  2001 : 

Stan  Wilcox.  Big  East  Conference  Jan.  2004* 

Percy  Bates,  University  of  Michigan  Jan.  2003* 

Ellen  Perry,  Pennsylvania  State  University  Jan.  2001* 
Clarence  Doninger,  Indiana  University  Jan.  2004* 
Gerald  Lage,  Oklahoma  State  University  Jan.  2003* 
Eugene  D.  Smith,  Iowa  State  University  Jan.  2001 ]i 
Chris  Pionsky,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin  Jan.  2002 
Angela  D.  Taylor.  University  of  Nevada  Jan.  2003* 

Michael  L.  Slive,  Conference  USA  Jan.  2002* 

Kathryn  Statz,  Marquette  University  Jan  2004* 

Tom  Jurich,  University  of  Louisville  Jan.  2003* 

Andrea  Seger,  Ball  State  University  Jan.  2001* 

Chris  Hill,  University  of  Utah  Jan.  2004* 

Edward  “Tedv  Leland,  Stanford  University  Jan.  2002:: 
Betsy  G.  Stephenson,  University  of 
California,  Los  Angeles  Jan.  2004* 

Robert  Aronson,  University  of  Washington  Jan.  2001 

Kathy  DeBoer,  University  of  Kentucky  Jan.  2004* 
Jeremy  N.  Foley,  University  of  Florida  Jan.  2002* 

Damon  Evans,  University  of  Georgia  Jan.  2003- 

Karl  D.  Benson,  Western  Athletic  Conference  Jan.  2002* 


Conference 

Represented. 

Atlantic  10 
Big  Sky 

Ivy  Group 
Metro  Atlantic 

Metro  Atlantic 
Mid-Eastern 

Northeast 

Ohio  Valley 

Patriot 

Patriot 

Southern 

Southland 

Southwestern 


DIVISION  l-AA 


Name,  Institution  Term  Expires 

Linda  Bruno,  Atlantic  10  Conference  Jan.  2001* 

Kelly  Woodward,  Northern  Arizona 
University  Jan.  2002* 

Jeffrey  H.  Orleans,  Ivy  Group  Jan.  2004 :: 

Richard  J.  Ensor,  Metro  Atlantic  Athletic 
Conference  Jan 

Alison  Sexton,  Fairfield  University  Jan. 

Charles  Harris,  Mid-Eastern  Athletic 
Conference  Jan. 

Marilyn  A.  McNeil,  Monmouth  University  Jan. 

To  be  appointed 

Carolyn  Schlie  Femovich.  Patriot  League  Jan.  2004* 

Richard  M.  Regan,  College  of  the  Holy  Cross  Jan.  2004# 

Alan  Hauser,  Appalachian  State  University  Jan.  2001 

Gregory  Sankey,  Southland  Conference  Jan.  2001* 

Rudy  YVashington,  Southwestern  Athletic 
Conference  Jan  2003  ’ 


2003* 

2002# 

2004* 

2002* 


'Not  eligible  for  reappointment  (or  reselection) 

#Not  eligible  for  reselechon  by  virtue  of  conference  no  longer  having  seat 


Delegate*  and  Visitors- 
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DIVISION  l-AAA 


Conference 

Represented  Name,  Institution  Term  Expires 

America  East  Edgar  N  Johnson,  University  of  Delaware  Jan.  2002  ’ 

America  East  Chris  Monasch,  America  East  Jan.  2002# 

Big  South  Thomas  N.  Hickman,  Winthrop  University  Jan.  2002  ’ 

Colonial  Athletic  Thomas  O’Conner,  George  Mason 

University  Jan.  2004'' 

Mid -Continent  Kathryn  Berg,  Southern  Utah  University  Jan.  2004" 

Midwestern  John  C.  Parry,  Butler  University  Jan  2004 

Midwestern  Alfreeda  Goff,  Midwestern  Collegiate  Jan.  2004# 

Missouri  Valley  Andrea  Myers,  Indiana  State  University  Jan  2001 

Sun  Belt  Richard  M.  Mello,  University  of  Arkansas. 

Little  Rock  Jan.  2003 

Trans  American  William  C.  Bibb,  Trans  America  Athletic 

Conference  Jan.  2003 

West  Coast  Lynda  Tcalcr,  Santa  Clara  University  Jan.  2001 

STUDENT-ATHLETE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 

(Nonvoting  members) 

Conference 

Represented  Name ,  Institution 

West  Coast  Brian  Dillon,  University  of  the  Pacific  (California) 

Ivy  Group  Bola  Bamiduro,  Columbia  University-Barnard  College 

NCAA  staff  liaisons: 

S.  David  Berst 
Robin  J.  Green 

Division  II  Presidents  Council 

(13  members) 

Chair — Gladys  Styles  Johnston 

DIVISION  l-A 

Region  Name,  Institution  Term  Expires 

Region  1  Jessica  S.  KozlofF,  Bloomsburg  University  of 

Pennsylvania  Jan.  2001- 

Region  1  Lawrence  J.  DeNardis,  University  of  New  Haven  Jan.  2004 ! 

Region  2  Hazo  W.  Carter  Jr.,  West  Virginia  State  College  Jan.  2004* 

Region  2  Patricia  R  Cormier,  Longwood  College  Jan  2003" 

Region  2  Jerry  E.  McGee,  Wingate  University  Jan.  2001" 

Region  2  Oscar  L.  Prater,  Fort  Valley  State  University  Jan.  2002* 

Region  3  Arend  D.  Lubbers,  Grand  Valley  State  University  Jan.  2003 : 

Region  3  Alhert  J.  Shannon,  St.  Joseph’s  College  (Indiana)  Jan.  2001 

Region  4  Charles  D  Dunn.  Henderson  State  University  Jan.  2001 

Region  4  Karen  W  Morse,  Western  Washington  University  Jan.  2002 

Region  4  Kay  Schallenkainp.  Emporia  Slate  University  Jan.  2004 

‘Not  eligible  for  reappointment  {or  reselecfion) 

frNot  eligible  for  reselcction  by  virtue  of  conference  no  longer  having  seat. 
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At  large  Bernard  W  Franklin,  Virginia  Union  University  Jan.  2003 
At  large  Gladys  Styles  Johnston,  University  of  Nebraska 

at  Kearney  Jan.  2002 !‘ 

NCAA  staff  l  ia  isons : 

Mike  L  Racy 
Jan  Brown 

Division  II  Management  Council 

(24  members) 

Chair — Clint  Bryant 

DIVISION  l-A 


Con  faience 

Represen  fed 

Name,  Institution 

Term  Expires 

California 

Pam  Gill-Fisher,  University  of 

Collegiate 

California  Davis 

Jan. 2004' 

Carolines- 

Virginia 

Kaye  R  Crooke,  Coker  College 

Jan.  2002* 

Central 

Intercollegiate 

Athletic 

Di  ant  hi  a  Ford-Kee,  Shaw  University 

Jan. 2001 

Groat  Lakes 

Intercollegiate 

Athletic 

David  W.  Coffey,  North  wood  University 

Jan.  2003* 

Great  Lakes 

Kenneth  J.  Borden,  University  of 

Valley 

Indianapolis 

Jan  2002* 

Gulf  South 

Lisa  C.  Colvin,  Southern  Arkansas  University  Jan.  2003* 

Lone  Star 

Ed  Harris,  West  Texas  A&M  University 

Jan.  2003s5' 

Mid-America 

Intercollegiate 

Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Central  Missouri  State 

Athletic 

University 

Jan.  2002* 

New  England 

Lawrence  E.  Fitzgerald,  Southern 

Collegiate 

Connecticut  State  University 

Jan.  2001:- 

Now  York 

Collegiate 

Thomas  R.  Shirley,  Philadelphia 

Athletic 

University 

Jan.  200 1* 

North  Central 

Intercollegiate 

Michael  Marctl,  North  Central  Inter¬ 

Athletic 

collegiate  Athletic  Conference 

Jan.  2003* 

Northeast  10 

Kevin  L  Hickey,  Assumption  College 

Jan.  2004* 

Northern  Sun 

Katy  Wilson,  Moorhead  State  University 

Jan.  2004* 

Pacific  West 

Gail  Fults,  Humboldt  State  University 

Jan.  2002* 

Peach  Belt 

Athletic 

Clint  Bryant,  Augusta  State  University 

Jan. 2003* 

Pennsylvania 

State 

Mary  T.  Gardner,  Bloomsburg  University 

Athletic 

of  Pennsylvania 

Jan.  2004* 

‘Not  eligible  for  reappointment  (or  reseiection) 
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NW'. 


Conference 
Represented 
Rocky  Mountain 
Athletic 
South  Atlantic 
Southern 
Intercollegiate 
Athletic 
Sunshine  State 
West  Virginia 
Intercollegiate 
Athletic 
Independent 
At  Large 

At  Large 


Name,  Institution 

Barbara  J.  Schroeder,  Regis  University 
(Colorado) 

Doug  Echols,  South  Atlantic  Conference 


Term  Expires 

Jan.  2001* 
Jan. 2003* 


Jean  Bell  Chandler,  Clark  Atlanta 
University 

Phil  Roach,  Rollins  College 


Jan  2004* 
Jan.  2004 1 


James  W.  Watson.  West  Liberty  State  College  Jan.  2001 : 
Bruce  Harger,  Drury  University  Jan.  2001 

Earl  W.  Edwards,  University  of  California, 

San  Diego  jan,  2002* 

Peggy  L.  Green,  Fayetteville  State  University  Jan.  2002* 


NCAA  staff  liaisons: 
Mike  L.  Racy 
Jan  Brown 


Division  III  Presidents  Council 

(15  members) 

Chair — Ann  H.  Die 

DIVISION  l-A 


Region 
Region  1 
Region  1 
Region  1 
Region  2 
Region  2 
Region  2 

Region  3 
Region  3 
Region  3 
Region  3 
Region  3 
Region  4 
Region  4 

Region  4 
Region  4 


Name,  Institution 

Ronald  L.  Applbaum,  Kean  University 
John  DiBiaggio,  Tufts  University 
Robert  H.  Chambers,  Western  Maryland  College 
Bette  Landman,  Beaver  College 
Marlene  Springer,  College  of  Staten  Island 
Muriel  A.  Howard,  State  University  College 
at  Buffalo 

Stanley  P.  Caine,  Adrian  College 
Thomas  B.  Courtice,  Ohio  Wesleyan  University 
Daniel  A.  DiBiasio,  Wilmington  College  (Ohio) 
Ann  H.  Die,  Hendrix  College 
Gloria  Scott,  Bennett  College 
M.  Lee  Felton,  Willamette  University 
Roy  B.  Shilling  Jr.,  Southwestern  University 
(Texas) 

Peter  W.  Stanley,  Ponnma-Pilzer  Colleges 
Jeanie  Watson.  Nebraska  Wesleyan  University 


Term  Expires 
Jan.  2003* 
Jan.  2001 u 
Jan.  2004* 
Jan.  2003* 
Jan.  2003" 

Jan  2004" 
Jan.  2002 :: 
Jan.  2002:' 
Jan. 2004  - 
Jan.  2001 
Jan.  2003" 
Jan. 2001  * 

Jan. 2002 
Jan  2004' 
Jan.  2001 


NCAA  staff  liaisons : 
Daniel  T.  Dutcher 
Bridget  Be  I  gi  ovine 


4Not  eligible  for  reappointment  (or  reselection). 
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NCAA  National  Office  Staff 

Executive  Team 

Cednc  W  Dempsey,  President 
Daniel  Boggan  Jr.,  Senior  Vice-President 
Thomas  W.  Jernstedt,  Senior  Vice-President 

Governance  Staff 

S.  David  Berst,  Chief  of  Staff  for  Division  1 
Mike  L.  Racy,  Chief  of  Staff  for  Division  11 
Daniel  T.  Dutcher,  Chief  of  Staff  for  Division  111 

Robin  J.  Green,  Assistant.  Chief  of  Staff  for  Division  1 
Jan  A.  Brown,  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  for  Division  11 
Bridget  Belgiovine,  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  for  Division  III 

Lori  L.  Braa,  Committee  Coordinator 

Executive  Affairs 

Elsa  Kircher  Cole,  General  Counsel 
Marion  B.  Peavey,  NCAA  Foundation  Executive  Director 

Scott  A.  Bearby,  Assistant  General  Counsel 
Shepard  C.  Cooper,  Director  for  the  NCAA  Committee  on  Infractions 
Robert  M.  Fiala,  Director  of  Hum.an  Resources 
Lydia  L.  Sanchez,  Director  of  Executive  Affairs 

D.  Sue  Hays,  Manager  of  NCAA  Foundation  Relations 
Jennifer  G.  Williams,  Human  Resources  Coordinator  11 
Jody  Yelovich,  Human  Resources  Coordinator 

Championships  Group 

Tricia  Bork,  Vice-President  for  Championships 
Donna  J.  Noonan,  Vice-President  for  the  Division  1 
Women's  Basketball  Championship 

Sue  Donohoe,  Director  for  the  Division  l 
Womens  Basketball  Championship 
William  R.  Hancock,  Director  of  the  Division  1  Mens  Basketball 
Championship ,  Administration 
Thomas  A.  Jacobs,  Director  of  Championships 
James  A.  Marchiony,  Director  of  the  Division  1  Mens  Basketball 
Championship,  Media 

Bernard  M.  Muir,  Director  of  the  Division  1  Men's  Basketball 
Championship .  Operations 
Christine  M.  Pohl,  Director  of  Championships 
Dennis  L.  Poppe,  Director  of  Championships 

Troy  Arthur.  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Kendyl  Baugh,  Assistant  Director  of  the  Division  1  Men's  Basketball 

Championship 

Mark  Bockelman,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
R.  Wayne  Burrow,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Sharon  K.  Cessna,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
John  Cochrane,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
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Amy  J.  Frankenstein,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Nichole  D.  Manning,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Timothy  N.  Pavlechko,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Leon  A.  Smith,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 
Kristin  Whitted,  Assistant  Director  of  Championships 

Education  Services  Group 

Ronald  J.  Straiten,  Vice' President  for  Education  Services 

Jane  C.  Meyer,  Director  of  Education  Outreach 
Donnetta  H.  Moorman,  Director  of  Professional  Development 
Todd  A.  Petr,  Director  of  Research 
Edward  A.  Thiebe,  Director  of  Youth  Programs 

Corey  Bray ,  Research  Coordinator 
Rochelle  M.  Collins,  Senior  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Randall  W.  Dick,  Assistant  Director  of  Health  and  Safety 
Patrick  Feely,  Youth  Programs  Coordinator 
Mike  Gant,  Education  Outreach  Programs  Coordinator 
Lori  A.  Hendricks.  Education  Outreach  Programs  Coordinator 
Mary  J.  Johnston,  Librarian 
Aimic  Stiener.  Research  Analyst 
Mary  Wilfert,  Health  and  Safety  Program  Coordinator 
-Jonathan  Williams,  Professional  Development  Program  Coordinator 
Sheila  Benton,  Program  Coordinator  for  Education  Services 

Enforcement  Services 

David  Price,  Vice-President  for  Enforcement  Services 

David  A.  Didion,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Thomas  C  Hosty,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Mark  P  Jones,  Director  of  Enforcement 
Julie  Roe-Sumner,  Director  of  Student- Athlete  Reinstatement 
William  S.  Saum,  Director  of  Agent .  Gambling 
and  Amateurism  Activities 
Cnstie  A,  Sexton,  Director  of  Enforcement 

Douglas  Archie,  Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  Representative 
Ronald  A.  Barker,  Enforcement  Representative 
Stacy  Brooks,  Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  Representative 
Diane  Dennis.  Enforcement  Representative 
James  A.  El  worth.  Enforcement  Representative 
Kevin  R.  Fite,  Student -Athlete  Reinstatement  Representative 
Dcana  Garner.  Agent,  Gambling  and  Amateurism  Activities 
Representative  II 

Jan  R.  Gentry,  Enforcement  Representative 
Stephanie  J.  Hannah,  Enforcement  Representative 
LuAnn  Humphrey,  Enforcement  Representative 
Richard  Johann ingmeier,  Enforcement  Representative 
Elizabeth  Kane,  Enforcement  Representative 
Edward  B.  Lupomech,  Enforcement  Representative 
Shawn  L.  Moore,  Enforcement  Representative 
Terry  O’Donnell,  Enforcement  Representative 
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Kevin  E.  Pearson,  Enforcement  Representative 
Jeffrey  Scott,  Enforcement  Representative 
Amanda  D.  Schuster,  Enforcement  Representative 
Jennifer  Strawley,  Student -Athlete  Reinstatement  Representative 
Christopher  Strobel,  Enforcement  Representative  II 
Angelina  Torain,  Enforcement  Representative 
Laura  Wurtz,  Student -Athlete  Reinstatement  Representative 

Finance  and  Information  Services  Group 

James  L.  Isch,  Vice-President  for 
Finance  and  Information  Services 

Keith  E.  Martin,  Director  of  Finance  and  Business  Operations 
Rhonda  Winter,  Director  of  Information  Systems  and  Technology 

Brad  Alderson,  Programmer  / Analyst  II 
Beth  Alstadt,  Accor/ ntant  II 
Donald  Baber,  Programmer t Analyst  II 
Anthony  A.  Babcock,  Programmer ! Analyst  II 
Kevin  Barnett,  Programmer ! Analyst 
Steve  K.  Belcher,  Computer  Training  Specialist 
Sarah  T.  Robert,  Accounting  Manager  II 
Amanda  Brothers.  Programmer  I  Analyst 
Colin  Chapelt,  Programmer  I  Analyst  II 
Joyce  Collins,  Accountant  II 
DeWayne  Davis,  Technical  Specialist 
Marla  B.  Gleason,  Operations  Manager 
Le’gretta  Hinds,  Programmer /Analyst 
Kim  Johnson,  Network  Administrator 
Connie  Justice,  System  Administrator 
Michael  J.  King,  Business  Center  Manager 
Lynette  R.  Morasch,  Accounting  Manager  II 
Sherry  L  Neeb ,New  Technology  Specialist 
Mira  Pike.  Manager  of  Finance  and  Information  Support  Services 
Nithya  K.  Rzo,  Database  Administrator 
Crystal  Reimcr,  Finance  flYavel  Analyst 
Alan  J.  Riedford.  System  Administrator 

Marketing,  Licensing  and  Promotions  Group 

C.  Dennis  Cryder,  Vice-President  for  Marketing , 

Licensing  and  Promotions 

Melissa  Caito,  Director  of  Licensing 
John  L.  Johnson,  Director  of  Special  Events  and  Promotions 
David  A,  Knopp,  Director  of  Corporate  Marketing 
JoJo  Rinebold,  Director  of  Broadcast  Services 
James  W.  Shaffer,  Director  of  Hall  of  Champions 

Michael  K.  Bailey,  Assistant  Director  of  Licensing 
Robert  M.  Dittrich,  Manager  of  Corporate  Marketing 
Mary  Eiland,  Assistant  Director  of  Promotions 
Chris  Farrow,  Assistant  Director  of  Broadcast  Services 
Todd  M.  Greenwood,  Manager  of  Sales  and  Marketing 
Miray  Holmes,  Manager  of  Corporate  Marketing 


NCAA  Office  Staff- 
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Kellie  Leeman,  Assistant  Director  of  Special  Events 
Frank  Losquadro,  Assistant  Director  of  Broadcast  Sendees 
Rose  Arm  Martinez,  Manager  of  Client  Services 
Kathy  Ray,  Operations  and  Events  Manager  for  Hall  of  Champions 
Kim  Rivers,  Group  Sales  Coordinator  for  Hall  of  Champions 
Ronald  Schwartz,  Director,  Television  News  Service,  119  West  57th 
Street,  Suite  1212,  New  York,  N.Y.  10019; 212 / 541-8840 
Lisa  Turner,  Assistant  Director  of  Special  Events 
Donnie  Wagner,  Manager  of  Corporate  Marketing 

Membership  Services  Group 

Kevin  C  Lennon,  Vice-President  for  Membership  Services 

Carolyn  M.  Claude.  Director  of  Membership  Services 
Diane  E.  Hickman,  Director  of  Membership  Services 
Stephen  A.  Malionee,  Hired  or  of  Membership  Services 
Robert  A.  Oliver,  Director  of  Membership  Services 
Da  vi  d  W.  Sch  n  a  so,  Di  red  or  of  Mem  bersh  i p  Servi  ces 
Athena  Yiamouyiannis,  Director  of  Membership  Services 

Brad  Bertani,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Patrick  L.  Britz,  Membership  Services  Representative  II 
Randy  L.  Buhr,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Mira  J.  Colman,  Membership  Services  Representative 
June  L.  Cromer,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Kristen  L.  Davis,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Goidon  C.  Finch,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Amy  Folan,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Darrel]  R.  Gordon,  Mem bership  Services  Representative 
DU  *lele"  £  Grant’  Mefnbe™hip  Services  Representative 
Philip  D  Grayson,  Membership  Services  Representative  II 
Jen  m  fer  L  Henderson,  Mem  bersh  ip  Services  Representative 
Lvnn  M  Holzman,  Membership  Services  Representative  If 
Brad  A.  Hostetler,  Membership  Services  Representative  II 
James  R.  Johnson,  Membership  Services  Representative  If 
r*  ^eech.  Membership  Services  Representative 
Chris  X  Martin,  Membership  Services  Representative 
John  G.  Morris,  Membership  Services  Representative  II 
Elizabeth  A.  Muir,  Membership  Services  Representative  II 
Denise  C.  O’Grady,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Pete  M.  Oliszcak,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Delise  S.  O  Meally,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Susan  J.  Peal,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Robert  G.  Phillippi,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Lisa  E.  Roesler,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Garro 1  Struewing,  Membership  Services  Representative 
Wendy  A.  Walters,  Membership  Services  Representative 

Public  Affairs  Group 

Danita  Edwards,  Vice-President  for  Public  Affairs 

Doris  L.  Dixon,  Director  of  Federal  Relations ,  One  Dupont  Circle ;  N.W, 
Suite  310,  Wash ington ,  D. C.  20036;  202 i 293-3050 
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David  Pickle,  Director  of  Printed.  Communications 
Wallace  I.  Renfro,  Director  of  Public  Relations 
Jim  Wright,  Director  of  Statistics 

Mark  Bedics,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Marty  Benson,  Publications  Editor 
Gary  T.  Brown,  The  NCAA  News  Manager 
Tammi  Burke,  Graphic  Designer 
Richard  M.  Campbell,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Laron ica  Conway,  Public  Information  Coordinator 
Toi  Davis,  Graphic  Technician  II 
Wayne  Davis,  Graphics  Manager 
Scott  Deitch,  Publications  Editor 
Michael  V  Earle,  Publishing  Manager 
Ty  Halpin,  Publications  Editor 
Kay  Hawes,  Assistant  Editor ;  The  NCAA  News 
Jim  Jackson,  Internet  Administrator 
Jane  Jankowski,  Public  Information  Coordinator  11 
Gary  K.  Johnson,  Senior  Statistics  Coordinator 
Melody  Lawrence,  Public  Information  Coordinator 
Leilana  McKindra,  Assistant  Editor,  The  NCAA  News 
Jim  McLaughlin,  Graphic  Designer  II 
Daniel  A.  Nestel,  Assistant  Director  of  Federal  Relations 
John  Painter,  Publications  Editor 
Jessica  Paul,  Graphic  Designer 
Keri  Potts,  Publications  Editor 
Jenifer  Scheibler,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Scan  Straziscar,  Statistics  Coordinator 
Marcia  Stubborn  an,  Ai distant  Editor, ;  The  NCAA  News 
Heather  Yost,  Publications  Editor 


'i 
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Active  Member  Institutions 

Abilene  Christian  University:  Doug  Conder.  David  Merrell.  Royce 
Money 

Adams  State  College:  Thomas  Gilmore 
Adclphi  University*  Robert  E.  Hartwell 
Adrian  College:  Stanley  P.  Caine.  Henry  C  Mensing 
Agnes  Scott  College:  Page  Remil  lard 
University  of  Alabama  at  Birmingham.  Rose  Scripa 
University  of  Alabama,  Huntsville:  Jim  Harris.  Shelia  Ray 
Alabama  A&M  University*  Betty  K.  Austin,  James  A.  Martin 
University  of  Alaska  Anchorage:  Dede  Allen,  Harry  Larrabee 
University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks:  Rick  Goeb,  Karen  Jones,  Randy 
Pitney,  Janice  Reynolds 

State  University  of  New  York  at  Albany:  Kenneth  Dyer 
Albany  State  University  (Georgia):  Kenneth  Dryer,  Dan  Land, 
Stephanie  Harrison 

Aibertus  Magnus  College;  Joseph  Tonelli 
Albion  College:  Beth  Lincoln 

Albright  College:  Sally  A.  Stetler,  Jeffrey  H.  Woodward 

Alcorn  State  University:  Lloyd  Hill,  Alecia  Shields-Gadson 

Alderson-Broaddus  College:  Paul  Bennett 

Alfred  University:  Karen  L.  Johnson 

Allegheny  College:  Richard  Creehan 

Allentown  College  of  St.  Francis  de  Sales:  Joy  Richman 

Alma  College;  Denny  Griffin,  James  Kridler 

Alvernia  College:  Adam  Hertz 

American  International  College:  Robert  E.  Burke 

American  University:  Lee  McElroy 

American  University  of  Puerto  Rico:  Jose  Lopez 

Amherst  College:  Peter  Gooding 

Amstrong  Atlantic  State  University:  Eddie  Aenchracher,  Frank  A. 
Butler 

Anderson  College  (South  Carolina):  Robert  Beville,  Harry  Lehwald, 
Jason  Moorhead 

Anderson  University  (Indiana):  Barrett  Bates.  Becky  Hull,  Doyle 
Lucas 

Angelo  State  University:  James  Hindman,  Kathleen  M.  Price, 
Michael  Ryan,  Jerry  C.  Vandergriff 
University  of  Arizona:  Jim  Livengood,  Dudley  Woodard 
Arizona  State  University:  Jerry  Kingston,  Betsy  Mosher,  Kevin  White 
University  of  Arkansas,  Monti  cello:  Morris  Bramlett,  Fred  Taylor 
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University  of  Arkansas,  Pine  BlufT:  Vannette  W.  Johnson 
Arkansas  State  University:  Barry  Dowd,  Lcs  Wyatt 
Arkansas  Tech  University:  Brent  Good,  Ken  Rogers 
Ashland  University:  William  G.  Benz,  Bill  Goldring,  Sue  Uebel 
Assumption  College:  Rita  Castagna 
Auburn  University:  Barbara  Camp,  Dennis  Wilson 
Augsburg  College:  Marilyn  Florian,  Chris  W.  Kimball 
Augusta  State  University:  William  A.  Bloodworth  Jr.,  Mary  Lisko, 
Melissa  Mullins 

Augustana  College  (Illinois):  Liesl  Fowler 
Augustana  College  (South  Dakota):  Bill  Gross 
Aurora  University:  Mark  V.  Walsh 
Austin  College:  Tim  Millenck,  Jack  Pierce 
Averett  College:  Vesa  Hiltunen 

Babson  College:  Francis  Millerick 

Baldwin-Wallace  College:  Louis  Barone 

Ball  State  University:  John  Reno 

Bard  College:  Scott  Swere 

Barry  University:  Michael  Covone 

Bates  College:  Suzanne  R.  Coffey,  Marsha  Graef 

Baylor  University:  David  Guinn 

Beaver  College:  Stan  Exeter,  Bette  Landman,  Shirley  Liddle 
Bellarmine  College:  Ann  M.  Jirkovsky,  David  P.  O’Toole 
Benedictine  University  (Illinois):  John  Ostrowski,  John  J.  Stachniak 
Bennett  College:  Carl  A.  Bibbs.  Brooke  Meadows,  Gloria  Scott 
Bentley  College:  Sandy  Hoffman 
Bernard  M.  Baruch  College:  William  Eng 
Bethany  College  (West  Virginia):  Wallace  Neel 
Bethel  College  (Minnesota):  Dave  Klostreich 
Bcthune-Cookman  College:  Floyd  W.  Laisure 

State  University  of  New  York  at  Binghamton:  Matthew  Bassett, 
Alicia  Goode,  Dennis  Lasser,  Joel  Thirer 
Bloomsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Mary  Gardner,  Preston 
Herring.  Jessica  Kozloff 
Bluefield  State  College:  Roger  Owensby 
Bluffton  College:  Denny  J.  Weaver 

Boise  State  University:  Gene  Bleymaier,  Marcia  Wicklow-Howard 
Boston  College:  Gene  DeFilippo 
Bowie  State  University:  David  Thomas 
Brandeis  University:  Jeffrey  Cohen,  Sheryl  Sousa 
University  of  Bridgeport.  Joseph  J.  DiPuma 
Bridgewater  College  (Virginia):  Tom  Kinder 
Bridgewater  State  College  (Massachusetts):  John  Harper 
Brigham  Young  University,  Hawaii:  Bandy  Day,  Ron  Jackson,  Eric 
Shumway 

State  University  College  at  Brockport:  Linda  Case,  Susan  Hoffman 
State  University  of  New  York  at  Buffalo:  Bob  Arkeilpane 
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Brooklyn  College:  Bruce  Filosa 

Bryant  College:  Daniel  Gavitt 

Bryn  Mawr  College:  Barbara  Bolich,  Amy  Campbell 

Buena  Vista  University:  Peggy  Chown,  Jan  Travis,  Marge  Willadsen 

State  University  College  at  Buffalo:  Jerry  S.  Boyes,  Muriel  Howard 

Cabrini  College:  Leslie  Danehy 
University  of  California,  Berkeley:  John  Kasser 
University  of  California,  Davis:  Pam  Gill-Fisher,  Melvin  Ramey,  Greg 
Warzecka,  Suzanne  Williams 

University  of  California,  Irvine:  Dan  Guerrero,  John  Hauscarriague, 
Peterina  Long,  Lyman  Porter 

University  of  California,  Los  Angeles:  Peter  Dalis,  Betsy  Stephenson 
University  of  California,  Riverside:  Cliff  Dochtcrman,  Stan  Morrison 
University  of  California,  San  Diego:  Lea  Rudee,  Regina  Sullivan 
University  of  California,  Santa  Barbara:  Gary  Cunningham 
University  of  California,  Santa  Cruz:  Mark  Majeski 
California  Institute  of  Technology:  Tim  Downes,  Wendell  Jack,  Karen 
Nelson 

California  Lutheran  University:  Bruce  Bryde 

California  Polytechnic  State  University:  Alison  Cone,  John 
McCutcheon 

California  State  Polytechnic  University,  Pomona:  Frank  Gibbons, 
Fred  D.  Henderson,  Karen  L.  Miller 
California  State  University,  Bakersfield:  Tomas  A.  Arciniega,  Rudy 
Carvajal,  Brian  McNamarra 

California  State  University,  Chico:  Anita  S.  Barker,  Don  W.  Batie, 
Richard  Parker 

California  State  University,  Dominguez  Hills.  Hal  Charnofsky.  Ron 
Pretty  man,  Julie  Sandoval 

California  State  University,  Fresno:  Alien  Bohl,  Diane  Milutinovich 
California  State  University,  Fullerton:  John  Easterbrook,  Leon 
Gilbert,  Robert  L.  Palmer 

California  State  University.  Los  Angeles:  Gerald  A.  Beer.  Brian  R. 
Swanson 

California  State  University,  Northridgc:  Annagrace  Collins,  Richard 
Dull,  Thomas  Shannon 

California  State  University,  San  Bernardino:  Bonnie  Belfield,  Barry 
Knight,  Nancy  Simpson 

Califoi ilia  State  University,  Stanislaus*  Kim  Duyst,  Marvalene 
Hughes,  Milton  Richards 

California  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Thomas  Pucci 
Calvin  College:  Mary  Flikkcma,  Nancy  Meyer 

Cameron  University:  Sam  Carroll,  Don  Davis,  Don  Sullivan,  Kim 
Vinson,  Robert  Ziegler 
Campbell  University:  Tom  Collins 
Capital  University:  Jane  Baldwin,  Roger  Welsh 
Carloton  College,  Leon  Lunder 


Carnegie  Mellon  University  John  H.  Harvey,  Joan  E.  Maser 
Carson-Newman  College:  Charles  T.  King  Jr. 

Carthage  College:  Robert  Bonn 

Case  Western  Reserve  University:  Nancy  Gray,  Dave  Hutter,  Glenn 
Nicholls 

Castleton  State  College:  Deanna  Tyson 
Catawba  College:  Dennis  W.  Davidson 

Centenary  College  (Louisiana):  Julia  Dunn,  Travis  Feezell,  Craig 
Gunsul 

Centenary  College  (New  Jersey):  Diane  Finnan 
University  of  Central  Arkansas:  William  Bandy,  Mary  Ann  Schlientz 
Central  College  (Iowa):  A1  Dorcnkamp,  Ed  Willis 
Central  Connecticut  State  University:  Michael  Ansarra,  Douglas 
Carter,  Charles  Jones  Jr,  Lisa  Meyers 
Central  Missouri  State  University:  Paul  Englemann,  Jerry  Hughes, 
Cindy  Parks,  Bobby  Patton 

University  of  Central  Oklahoma:  Jeff  McKibbon,  Charles 
Strum  ha  ugh,  John  “Skip”  Wagon 

Central  Washington  University:  Michael  Champagne,  Rob  Perkins 
Centre  College:  Kitty  Baird,  Joe  McDaniel,  Gina  Nicoletti,  John 
Roush 

Chadron  Stale  College:  Tom  Krepel,  Brad  Smith 
Chaminade  University:  Wayne  Tanna 
Chapman  University:  David  Currey,  Penny  Brush 
Chatham  College:  Noreen  O’Malley 

Chcyney  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Clinton  W.  Pettus,  Gregory 
Smith 

University  of  Chicago:  Starkey  Duncan,  Rosalie  Rcsch,  Lorna  Straus, 
Tom  Weingartner 

Chicago  State  University:  A1  Avant,  Jerald  Henderson 
Chowan  College:  Steven  Lee 

Christian  Brothers  University:  Michael  Daush,  Joe  Nadicksbcrnd. 

Brother  Stanislaus  Sobczyk 
University  of  Cincinnati:  Nancy  Ham  ant 
City  College  of  New  York:  Robert  Coleman 

Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Scripps  Colleges:  Georgette 
DeVeres,  Michael  Sutton 

Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Bob  Carlson,  Tracy  Cumming, 
Iseh  Krauss 

Clark  Atlanta  University:  Jean  Chandler,  Richard  Cosby,  Edward 
Davis,  Phillip  Hood 

Clark  University  (Massachusetts):  Linda  Moulton 
Clarkson  University:  Geoffrey  Brown 

Clayton  College  &  State  University:  Mason  Barfield,  Patrick  O’Harc, 
Mike  Vollmer 

Coker  College:  Deborah  Griggs,  Tim  Griggs 

Colby  College:  Marcella  Zalot 

Col  by-Sawyer  College:  Deborah  McGrath 

University  of  Colorado,  Colorado  Springs:  Linda  Bunnell  Shade, 
Randy  Cubero 
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Colorado  Christian  University:  Dave  Foster 

Colorado  College:  Ralph  Bertrand,  Roxanne  Dale,  Martin  Scarano 
Colorado  School  of  Mines:  Theodore  Bickart,  John  Hogan,  Marvin 
Kay 

Colorado  State  University:  Marsha  Smeltzer,  Christine  Susemihl, 
Tim  Weiser 

Columbia  Union  College:  Richard  Murray 

Concord  College:  Ron  Burgher 

Concordia  College,  Moorhead:  Armin  Pipho 

Concordia  University  (Illinois).  Janet  Fisher 

University  of  Connecticut:  Kenneth  McBryde,  Anne  Parmenter 

Cornell  College:  Steve  Miller 

State  University  College  at  Cortland:  Joel  Maxcy,  Lee  Roberts, 
Judson  Taylor 

Curry  College:  Vincent  Eruzione 

University  of  Dallas:  Joseph  Milam,  Richard  Strockbine,  Fred  Zuker 
Dartmouth  College:  Jo  Ann  Harper 
Davis  and  Elkins  College:  Will  Shaw 

Defiance  College:  James  T.  Harris,  Dick  Kaiser,  Steve  Sondergaard 
Delaware  State  University:  Dwayne  Henry,  Germaine  McAuley 
Delaware  Valley  College:  Frank  Wolfgang 

Delta  State  University:  Jim  Jordan,  David  Potter,  Mike  Thompson, 
Kent  Wyatt 

University  of  Denver:  Diane  Murphy,  Nancy  Sampson 

DePauw  University:  Page  Cotton 

Dickinson  College:  Judy  Yorio 

University  of  District  of  Columbia:  Alvin  Darby 

Dominican  College  (New  York):  Joe  Clinton,  John  Lounibos 

Drew  University:  Vincent  Masco,  Connee  Zotos 

Drexel  University:  Jill  Axel,  Nick  Gannon,  Laura  White 

Drury  University:  Penny  Clayton 

University  of  Dubuque:  Dennis  Rima 

Earlham  College:  Porter  Miller 

East  Central  University:  Tim  Green,  Marc  Petrowsky 
East  Stroudsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Diane  Husic,  Carey  J. 
Snyder 

East  Texas  Baptist  University:  Bob  E.  Riley 

Eastern  Connecticut  State  University:  Stacey  Close,  Michael  Pernal, 
Joyce  Wong,  David  Yeo 

Eastern  Kentucky  University:  Dent  a  Ratcliffe 

Eastern  Mennonite  University:  Robert  Roeschley 

Eastern  New  Mexico  University:  Thurman  Elder,  Rosie  Stallman 

Eastern  Oregon  University:  Peggy  Anderson 

Eastern  Washington  University:  Scott  Barnes,  Frank  E.  Nelson, 
Judith  Penrod  Snninoe 
Eckerd  College:  Jim  Harley 
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Edgewood  College:  Tim  Alexander 

Elizabeth  City  State  University:  Claudie  Mackey,  Edward  McLean 
Elizabethtown  College:  Nancy  Latimore 
Elmhurst  College:  Christopher  Ragsdale 
Elmira  College:  Pat  Thompson 
Elon  College:  Alan  White 
Emerson  College:  Rick  Bagby,  Kristin  Parnell 
Emory  and  Henry  College*  Tom  Fowlkes 
Emory  University,  Chuck  Gordon,  Jenny  McDowell 
Emporia  State  University.  Wilma  Kasnic.  John  Rich,  Kay 
Schallenkamp,  Kent  Woiser 
Endieott  College:  Larry  Hiser 
Erskmc  College:  Wilber  H.  Rcames  Jr. 

Eureka  College:  Joe  Barth 

Fairfield  University:  Eugene  Doris 

Fairleigh  Dickinson  University,  Madison:  William  Klika  Jr. 

Fairmont  State  College:  Dave  Cooper 

Fayetteville  State  University:  Horace  Small,  Clarence  White 
Ferris  State  University:  Tom  Kirinovic 
Ferrum  College:  Ted  Kinder 
Fisk  University:  Gorge  Neely  Jr. 

Fitchburg  Slate  College:  Sue  Lauder 

University  of  Florida:  Jamie  McCloskey 

Florida  Atlantic  University:  Thomas  Cargill,  Dortothy  Leland 

Florida  Institute  of  Technology:  William  Jurgens 

Florida  Southern  College:  Harold  “Hal5'  Smetzly 

Florida  State  University:  Bob  Minnix 

Font  bonne  College:  Lee  McKinney 

Fordham  University:  George  Bisaca 

Fort  Hays  State  University:  Edward  H.  Hammond,  Glen  McNeil 
Fort  Lewis  College:  Kendall  Blanchard,  Duane  Smith,  Joel  R.  Smith 
Fort  Valley  State  University:  Edmond  Wyche,  Oscar  Prater, 
Gwendolyn  Reeves 

Framingham  State  College:  Tom  Kelly 
Francis  Marion  University:  Gerald  GrifFin 

Franklin  &  Marshall  College:  John  Andrew,  Patty  Epps,  Bill  Marshall 
Franklin  College:  Tom  Hodge 
Franklin  Pierce  College:  Bruce  Kirsh 

State  University  College  at  Fredonia:  Dennis  Hefner,  Greg  PrcchtI 
Frost  burg  State  University:  Diane  More  a 

Gallaudel  University  Richard  Pelletier 
Gannon  University:  Michael  Corbett 
Gardner- Webb  University:  Chuck  Burch,  Jeff  Tubbs 
State  University  College  at  Gencseo:  Christopher  Dahl,  Marilyn 
Moore 

George  Fox  University*  Craig  Taylor 
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George  Mason  University:  Thomas  J.  O’Connor 
George  Washington  University*  Susie  Jones 
Georgetown  University:  Patricia  Thomas 

University  of  Georgia:  Michael  Adams,  Gary  Couvillon,  Vince  Dooley, 
Damon  Evans 

Georgia  College  &  State  University:  Stan  Aldridge,  Jerry  Fly 
Georgia  Southern  University:  Bruce  Grube,  Richard  Rogers 
Gettysburg  College:  Chuck  Winters 
Gienvillc  State  College:  Wayne  DeRosset 
Gonzaga  University:  Michael  Roth 
Goucher  College:  Robert  Lewand,  Geoffrey  Miller 
Grambling  State  University.  Wilbert  Ellis,  Lane  A  Howell,  David 
Lewis 

Grand  Canyon  University:  Keith  Baker,  Claude  Pensis 
Grand  Valley  State  University:  Joan  Boand,  Arend  D.  Lubbers,  Tim 
Selgo,  Don  Vander  Jagt 
Greensboro  College:  Jean  Lojko,  Kim  Strable 
Greenville  College:  Doug  Faulkner 
Grove  City  College:  Christopher  W.  Smith 
Gustavus  Adolphus  College:  A1  Molde 

Hamilton  College:  Sue  Viscomi 
Hamlinc  University:  Katharine  Romme 
Hampden-Sydney  College:  Joseph  E  Bush 
Hampton  University.  Dcnnes  E  Thomas 
Hanover  College.  Lynn  Hall 

Harding  University:  David  Burks,  Greg  Harnden,  Wilt  Martin 

Hardin-Simmons  University:  John  Ncese 

Hartwick  College:  Kenneth  Kutier 

Haverford  College:  Charles  Miller 

University  of  Hawaii  at  Hilo:  William  Trumbo 

University  of  Hawaii,  Manoa:  Kaia  Hedlund,  Steve  Martin,  Marilyn 
Moniz-Kahoohanohano 
Hawaii  Pacific  University.  Neil  Morfitt 
Heidelberg  College:  Martin  Reno 

Henderson  State  University:  Charles  Dunn,  David  Gardner,  Ken 
Turner 

Hendrix  College.  Ann  H.  Die,  Glenn  Tourville 
Hilbert  College:  Richard  L.  Walsh 
Hillsdale  College:  Mickey  Craig,  Michael  Kovalchik 
Hiram  College:  Ben  Oliver,  Bobby  Thomas 

Hobart  and  William  Smith  Colleges:  Joseph  Berta,  Clarence  Butler, 
Mike  Hanna 

College  of  the  Holy  Cross:  Richard  Regan 
Hood  College.  Eric  Dennis 

Hope  College:  Amanda  Heydon,  Anne  Irwin,  Raymond  Smith,  John 
Van  Iwaarden 

Howard  Payne  University:  Phil  Fuller,  Rick  Gregory 
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Howard  University:  Morris  Hawkins  Jr.,  Sondra  Norrell-Thomas 
Altha  Williamson 

Humboldt  State  University:  Mike  Swan 
Hunter  College:  Terry  Wansart 

University  of  Idaho:  Mike  Bohn 
Idaho  State  University:  Howard  Guthier 
Illinois  College:  William  Merris 
Illinois  Wesleyan  University:  Jack  Fields 
Immaculata  College:  Lynne  Reichert 

University  of  the  Incarnate  Word:  Howard  Patterson,  Tina  Patterson 
Indiana  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Frank  Condino,  Steven  Endei; 

Harold  Goldsmith,  Frances  Nee,  Lawrence  Pettit 
Indiana  University,  Bloomington,  William  C.  Perkins 
Indiana  University-Purdue  University  at  Indianapolis:  Michael 
Moore 

University  of  Indianapolis:  David  Huffman,  Sue  Willey 

Iona  College:  Rich  Petriccionc 

University  of  Iowa:  Fred  Mims 

Iowa  State  University:  Elaine  J.  Hieber 

Ithaca  College:  Henry  Newbert,  John  Oblak 

Jackson  State  University*  Robert  Braddy  Sr.,  Edmond  Donald 
James  Madison  University  Janet  Lucas 
John  Carroll  University:  Tony  DcCarlo,  Grctchen  Weitbrecht 
John  Jay  College  of  Criminal  Justice:  Susan  Larkin 
Johns  Hopkins  University:  Thomas  Calder,  Faith  Shearer 
Johnson  and  Wales  University:  Thomas  M.  Carmody,  John  Parent© 
Johnson  C.  Smith  University.  Eugene  Hermittee,  Catherine  Wright 
Juniata  College1  Lawrence  Bock 

Kalamazoo  College:  Marilyn  Maurer 
University  of  Kansas:  Don  Green 
Kansas  State  University:  Cindy  Fox,  Mike  Holen 
Kean  University.  Ronald  Applbaum,  Pat  Hannisch,  Glenn  Heddcn 
Keene  State  College:  John  Ratliff 
Kennesaw  State  University:  Dave  Waples 
Kent  State  University:  Carol  Cartwright,  Judy  Devine 
University  of  Kentucky:  Kathy  DeBoer,  John  Piecoro,  Charles 
Wcthington 

Kentucky  State  University.  Donald  W.  Lyons,  Derrick  Ramsey,  G  W. 
Reid 

Kenyon  College:  Wendi  Weimer 

Kings  College  (Pennsylvania).  Cheryl  Ish,  Janet  Mercincavage 
Kutztown  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Clark  S.  Yeager,  Robert  C 
Ziegenfus. 

La  Roche  College:  Linda  Jordan,  William  Kerr,  Jim  Tinkey 
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University  of  La  Verne:  Jim  Paschal,  Rick  Simon 
Lafayette  College:  Eve  Atkinson,  David  R  Johnson 
Lake  Erie  College:  Robert  C.  Benz,  Mary  Ann  Naso,  James 
Scliweickcrt 

Lake  Forest  College:  Jackie  Stoats 

Lake  Superior  State  University:  William  Crawford,  Charles  Jones 

Lakeland  College:  Cheryl  Pasbrig 

Lander  University:  Jeff  May 

Lane  College:  J.  L.  Perry 

Lascll  College.  Kristy  Walter 

Lawrence  University:  Dave  Brown 

Le  Moyne  College:  Richards  W.  Rockwell,  Shawn  L.  Ward 
Lebanon  Valley  College:  Louis  Sorrentmo.  Kathleen  Tierney 
Lecs-McRae  College:  Ried  M.  Estus,  Earl  J.  Robinson,  Mary  Wefer 
White 

LeMoyne-Owcn  College.  E.  D.Wilkcns 

Lenoir- Rhyne  College1  Rufus  Moretz,  Joe  L.  Smith 

Lewis  and  Clark  College:  Nora  Beck,  Judy  McMullen,  Steve  Wallo 

Lewis  University:  Raphael  Mascai,  Paul  Ruddy 

Limestone  College:  Michael  Cerino 

Lincoln  Memorial  University:  Jerry  Bishop 

Lincoln  University  (Missouri).  Theressa  Ferguson,  David  B.  Henson, 
Robert  Robinson 
Linfield  College.  Scott  Carnahan 
Livingstone  College:  Clifton  Huff 

Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Sharon  E.  Taylor 
Long  Beach  State  University:  William  Shumard,  Mary  Ann  Tripodi 
Long  Island  University-Brooklyn  Campus:  Vincent  Salamone 
Longwood  College:  Patricia  Cormier,  Sally  Gilfillan,  Donald  Lemish, 
Ellen  Moss 

Loras  College:  Greg  Capell 
Louisiana  College:  Rory  Lee 

University  of  Louisville.  Neil  Brooks,  Julie  Hermann,  Kevin  Miller, 
John  Shumaker,  Elaine  Wise 
Loyola  Mary  mount  University:  William  S  Husak 
Luther  College*  Joe  Thompson 
Lynchburg  College1  Jack  Toms,  Charles  Warren 
Lynn  University:  James  D.  Matthews,  Richard  A.  Young 

Macalester  College:  Irv  Cross,  John  Leaney,  Jack  Rossmann,  Vanessa 
Selicskog 

Maine  Maritime  Academy:  William  J.  Mottola 
Manchester  College:  Tom  Jarman,  Martha  Judge,  David  Krcps 
Manhattan  College*  Richard  Berman,  Robert  J.  Byrnes,  Sandra 
Sapone 

Manhattanville  College:  Lawson  Bowling,  Scan  T,  Frazier 
Mansfield  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Roger  Maisner 
Maranatha  Baptist  Bible  College:  Ben  Wright 
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Mari. st  College:  Chandra  Bierwirth,  Tim  Murray 
Marquette  University:  Gregory  J.  Naples,  Kathryn  Statz 
Mars  Hill  College:  David  Riggins 

University  of  Maryland,  College  Park:  Charles  F.  Welford 
University  of  Maryland,  Eastern  Shore:  Henry  Brooks,  Hallie  E. 

Gregory,  Monique  Morga 
Mary  Washington  College:  Edward  H.  Hegmcnn 
Maryville  University  of  Saint  Louis:  Anne  Leser,  David  Pierce 
Kathleen  Quinn 

Marywood  University:  Mary  Jo  Gunning 
University  of  Massachusetts,  Amherst:  Thorr  Bjorn 
University  of  Massachusetts,  Boston:  Henry  Long  Jr.  Pam 
Samuelson 

University  of  Massachusetts,  Dartmouth:  Robert  Mullen 
University  of  Massachusetts  at  Lowell:  Jon  Hellstedt,  Dana  Skinner 
Massachusetts  College  of  Liberal  Arts:  Scott  Nichols 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology:  Thomas  J.  Allen,  John 
Benedick,  Jean  Heiney,  Richard  A.  Hi !  1 
Massachusetts  Maritime  Academy:  LeRoy  Thompson 
McMurry  University:  Bob  Kuzma,  Marvin  Stringfellow 
Medgar  Evers  College:  Roy  Anderson 
University  of  Memphis:  V.Lane  Rawlins 
Mercy  College:  Neil  Judge 
Mercyhurst  College:  Pete  Russo 
Merrimack  College:  Robert  M.  DeGregorio 
Mesa  State  College:  Michael  Gallagher,  Douglas  Schakel 
Messiah  College:  Jerry  Chaplin,  Amy  Weaver 
Methodist  College.  Robert  McEvoy 
Metropolitan  State  College  of  Denver:  Joan  McDermott 
University  of  Miami  (Florida):  Paul  Dee 
University  of  Michigan:  Tom  Goss,  Derrick  Grass 
Michigan  Technological  University:  Michele  H.  Miller,  Suzanne  R 
Sanregret,  Richard  Yeo 

j^dle  Tennessee  State  University:  Race  Bergman,  Lee  Fowler 
Middlcbury  College:  Russ  Reilly,  Gail  Smith 

Midwestern  State  University:  Robert  McBee,  Lou  Rodriquez,  Ricky 
Williams 

Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Daniel  Audette,  Thomas 
Greco 

Mills  College:  Helen  Carroll 
Millsaps  College:  George  M.  Harnum,  Ron  Jurney 
Mil  waukee  School  of  Engineering:  Dan  Harris 
University  of  Minnesota,  Duluth:  Robert  Corran 
University  of  Minnesota,  Morris:  Mark  Fohl 

University  of  Minnesota,  Twin  Cities:  Norman  Chervany,  Chris 
ochoemann 

MVvoSnta  Slate  University-Mankato'  Ron  Hybcrtson,  Malcolm 
U  bulhvan.  Sue  Roinders,  Richard  R  Rush 
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College  Misericordia:  Michael  Mould 
University  of  Mississippi:  John  W.  Shafer,  Robert  A.  Weems 
Mississippi  College:  Anita  Gowin,  Terry  McMillan,  Howell  Todd 
Mississippi  University  for  Women:  Jo  Spearman 
Mississippi  Valley  State  University:  Pauline  Banks,  Chuck  Prophet 
University  of  Missouri,  Columbia:  Sarah  Reesman,  Carl  Settergren 
University  of  Missouri,  Kansas  City:  Robert  Thomas 
University  of  Missouri,  Rolla:  Lawrence  Christensen,  Mark  Mullin, 
Wendell  Ogrosky,  Sarah  Preston 
University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis:  Patricia  Dolan 
Missouri  Southern  State  College:  Sallie  Beard,  Jim  Frazier,  John 
Tiede 

Missouri  Western  State  College:  Pete  Chapman,  Mark  Linder 
Molloy  College:  Robert  C.  Houlihan,  Sheila  Kelly 
University  of  Montana:  George  M.  Dennison,  Wayne  Hogan 
Montana  State  University-Billings:  Gary  Gray,  Russell  Lord 
Montclair  State  University:  Holly  Gera,  Anita  Kubricka 
University  of  Montevallo:  Roy  Culberson,  Robert  McChesney 
Moorhead  State  University:  Marlane  Sanderson,  Kathryn  Wilson 
Moravian  College:  Paul  Moyer 

Morehead  State  University:  Michael  Brown,  Ronald  Eaglin 
Morehouse  College:  Dianne  Williams-Watkins 
Morningside  College*  Chuck  Baughman,  Beth  A.  Sibenaller 
Morris  Brown  College:  Corine  Hyman,  Johnie  Myers 
Mount  Holyoke  College:  Carol  Anne  Beach,  Laurie  Priest 
Mount  Olive  College:  Mac  Cassell 

College  of  Mount  St.  Joseph:  Steven  Radcliffe,  Georgana  Taggart 
Mount  St.  Mary  College  (New  York):  John  Wright 
Mount  Union  College:  Truman  Turnquist 

Muhlenberg  College:  Rudolph  Ehrenberg,  Steven  Erber,  Connie 
Kunda 

Murray  State  University:  Christian  Pope 

Nazareth  College:  Peter  Both ner,  Annette  Shapiro 
University  of  Nebraska  at  Kearney:  Bruce  Elder,  Gladys  Styles 
Johston,  Laure  Smith,  Michael  Sumpter 
University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln:  Bob  Burton,  Barbara  Hibner, 
Josephine  R.  Potuto 

University  of  Nebraska,  Omaha:  Nancy  Belck,  Robert  Danenhauer, 
Cherri  Mankenberg,  William  Wakefield 
Nebraska  Wesleyan  University:  Jeanie  Watson,  Ira  Zeff 
Neumann  College:  Sandra  Slabik 
University  of  Nevada:  Joe  Crowley,  Chris  Exline 
University  of  New  England:  Dennis  Leighton,  Karol  L’Heureaux,  Lori 
Runksmeier 

University  of  New  Hampshire:  David  O'Connor 
New  Hampshire  College:  Chip  Polak 
University  of  New  Haven:  Deborah  Chin 
College  of  New  Jersey:  Kevin  McHugh 
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New  Jersey  City  University:  Larry  Schiner 
New  Jersey  Institute  of  Technology:  Joel  Bloom 
University  of  New  Mexico:  Rudy  Davalos,  William  McGillis 
New  Mexico  Highland  University:  Roy  Lujan,  Joe  Singleton 
New  Mexico  State  University:  Joe  Creed,  Brian  D.  Faison  Karen  L 
Fey 

State  University  College  at  New  Paltz:  Farron  Bennett,  James 
Zalacca 

New  York  Institute  of  Technology.  James  Catalano,  Clyde  M  Doughty 

New  York  Maritime  College:  James  Migli 
New  York  University:  Christopher  Bledsoe 
Newberry  College-  Peggy  Barnes 
Niagara  University:  Michael  Hermann 
Nicholls  State  University:  Stan  Williamson 
Nichols  College:  Charlyn  Robert.  Joanne  Williams 
University  of  North  Alabama:  Robert  Potts,  Dan  Summy 
University  of  North  Carolina,  Asheville:  Tom  Hunnicutt 
University  of  North  Carolina,  Charlotte:  David  Goldfield 
University  of  North  Carolina.  Greensboro:  Nelson  Bobb  David 
Knight 

University  of  North  Carolina  at  Pembroke:  Susan  Edkins,  Dan 
Kenney,  Allen  C.  Meadors 

North  Carolina  A&T  State  University:  Alfonso  Scandrett  Holly 
Trexler  J 

N°«TM..Carol,na  Contral  University:  Leslie  Brinson,  Ingrid  Wicker 
William  Lide 

North  Contral  College:  Les  Brinson,  Harold  Wilde 
University  of  North  Dakota:  Phil  Harmeson,  Charles  Kupchclla 
Kathy  McCann,  Roger  Thomas 

North  Dakota  State  University:  Robert  Entizon,  Thomas  Riley 
University  of  North  Florida:  Richard  E.  Gropper,  Kathy  Klein 
Northeast  Louisiana  University:  Warner  Alford 
Northeastern  State  University:  Gil  Cloud,  Matt  Cochran,  Larry 
Williams 

Northern  Arizona  University:  Steve  Holton 

University  of  Northern  Colorado:  Jim  Falls,  Bob  Heinv  Julie 
Warrington 

Noithern  Kentucky  University:  Thomas  Kearns,  Jane  Meier 
Northern  Michigan  University:  Jim  Suksi,  Brian  Verigin 
Northern  State  University:  William  Haigh,  Robert  Olson,  Lisa 
Sch  river 

Northwest  Missouri  State  University:  Russ  Northup,  James  Redd 

Norwich  University:  Anthony  Mariano 

College  of  Notre  Dame  (Maryland):  Margie  Tversky 

Oberlin  College:  Michael  Muska 
Occidental  College:  John  Sweet 
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Oglethorpe  University:  Robert  Unger 

Ohio  Northern  University*  Gayle  E.  Lauth,  Thomas  E.  Simmons 
Ellen  S.  Wilson 

Ohio  State  University:  Archie  Griffin 

Ohio  Wesleyan  University:  Thomas  “Tom”  Courtice,  Justin 
Kronewetter 

University  of  Oklahoma:  Dan  Gibbens 

Oklahoma  Panhandle  State  University:  Kevin  Emerick,  John  W. 

Goodwin.  Kathleen  Turner 
Oklahoma  State  University*  Rick  Allen 
Old  Dominion  University:  Mikki  Bade,  Jams  Sanchez 
State  University  College  at  Old  Westbury:  Edward  Wolfarth 
Olivet  College:  Nancy  Van  Hoozier,  Charles  Wilson 
State  University  College  at  Oneonta:  Carol  Blazina 
University  of  Oregon:  Dave  Frohnmayer,  Gary  Gray 
State  University  College  at  Oswego:  Sandra  L.  Moore 
Otlerbein  College:  Doug  Welsh 
Ouachita  Baptist  University:  David  Sharp 

University  of  the  Ozarks  (Arkansas):  Jim  Abbuhl,  Rick  Niece,  Buddy 
Smith 

Pace  University:  David  Bierwirth,  Joseph  F.  O'Donnell 
University  of  the  Pacific  (California):  Kenneth  Beauchamp,  Allison 
Freedman,  Cindy  Saro 
Pacific  Lutheran  University*  Paul  E.  Hoseth 
Pacific  University  (Oregon):  Ken  Schumann,  Judy  Sherman 
Pennsylvania  State  University:  John  Coyle,  Graham  B  Spanier 
Pennsylvania  State  University  Erie,  the  Behrend  College*  John 
Lilley,  Timothy  Smaby,  Brian  Streeter 
Piedmont  College:  Ray  Cleere,  Ken  Mellencar,  Rene  Van  Winkle 
Pittsburg  State  University:  Tom  Bryant,  Elwyn  Davis,  Shannon 
Schmieg 

University  of  Pittsburgh,  Bradford:  Richard  Frederick,  Lori  Mazza, 
Richard  McDowell 

University  of  Pittsburgh,  Johnstown:  Anthony  Capon 
Plattsburgh  State  University  of  New  York:  Larry  Cowan,  Horace 
Judson,  Peter  Luguri,  Michael  Miranda,  Phoebe  A.  Sturm 
Plymouth  State  College:  Steve  Bamford,  Moira  Long 
Pomona-Pitzer  Colleges:  Dan  Bridges 
University  of  Portland:  Joseph  Etzel,  David  D.  Tyson 
Portland  State  University:  Jim  Sterk 

State  University  College  at  Potsdam:  Carol  Heinick,  William  Kaiser 
Presbyterian  College*  J.  Allen  Morris 
Principia  College.  Bob  Beeman,  Lcnore  Suarez 
Purdue  University:  Elliott  Blumenthal,  Walter  Bowman,  David 
Skelton 

Queens  College  (New  York).  Allen  Lee  Sessoms,  Richard  Wettan 
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Quincy  University:  John  Coats 
Quinnipiac  College:  Jack  McDonald 

Ramapo  College:  Eugene  Marshall  Jr.,  Michael  Ricciardi 
Randolph-Macon  College:  Sue  Bias,  Jeff  Burns,  Gregg  Waters 
Randolph-Macon  Woman’s  College:  Valerie  Cushman 
University  of  Redlands:  James  Appleton,  Carl  Clapp,  Caryl  Foristall 
Jeffery  Martinez 

Regis  University  (Colorado):  Tom  Dadin 
Rensselaer  Polytechnic  Institute:  Robert  F.  Ducatte 
University  of  Rhode  Island:  Paul  Kassabian,  Amy  Klopfenstein, 
Donald  McCreight,  Donald  Tencher 
Rhodes  College:  Mike  Clary,  Sarah  Hatgas 
Rice  University:  James  Castaneda,  Alan  Chapman 
Richard  Stockton  College  of  New  Jersey:  Susan  Newcomb 
University  of  Richmond:  Ruth  Goehring 
Rider  University:  Curtis  Blake,  Nancy  Lee  Roberts 
Rivier  College:  Joanne  Merrill 
Roanoke  College:  Scott  Allison 

University  of  Rochester:  Timothy  Hale,  George  VanderZwaag 

Rochester  Institute  of  Technology:  Janet  E.  Jones,  Louis  W.  Spiotti 

Rockford  College:  Kristyn  King 

Rockhurst  University:  Peter  Bicak 

Roger  Williams  University:  William  Baird 

Rollins  College:  Phillip  Roach 

Rose-Hulman  Institute  of  Technology:  Gregg  Ruark 

Rosemont  College:  Pamela  Wojnar 

Rowan  University:  Ed  Streb,  Marguerite  Stubbs 

Russell  Sage  College:  Candice  Poiss 

Rust  College:  David  Beckley 

Rutgers,  The  State  University  of  New  Jersey,  Newark:  Kim  Allen 

Saginaw  Valley  State  University:  George  Eastland,  Camille 
Rutherford,  Richard  Thompson 
St.  Andrews  Presbyterian  College:  Rich  Johnson 
Saint  Anselm  College;  Edward  Cannon 
St.  Augustine’s  College:  Wanzo  F.  Hendrix 
College  of  St.  Benedict:  Carol  Howe-Veenstra,  Lu  AnnReif 
College  of  St.  Catherine:  Shelia  Brown 

St  Cloud  State  University:  Susan  Becker,  Art  Grachek,  Shawna 
Hutchins,  Morris  Kurtz 

S\»xEn  ward’S  University:  John  Knorr,  James  F.  Smith,  Debora 
Williamson 

St.  John  Fisher  College:  Norman  Kieffer 
St.  John’s  University  (Minnesota):  Kenneth  Jones 
St.  Joseph  College  (Connecticut):  William  E.  Cardarelli 
Saint  Joseph’s  College  (Indiana):  Camie  Bechtold,  Linda  Deno  Bill 
Massoels,  Teresa  Massoels,  Albert  Shannon 
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St.  Joseph’s  College  (New  York):  Donald  Lizak 
St.  Joseph’s  University:  Don  DiJulia 
St.  Lawrence  University:  Margie  Strait,  Jim  Wallace 
St.  Leo  University:  Francis  X.  Reidy 

St.  Mary’s  College  (California):  Linda  Anderson,  Rick  Mazzuto 

Saint  Mary  s  College  (Indiana):  Lynn  A.  Kachmarik 

St.  Mary’s  College  of  Maryland:  Jason  Hurley 

St.  Mary’s  University  (Texas):  Steve  Johnson,  Katherine  M.  Sisoian 

St.  Michael’s  College:  Geri  Knortz 

St.  Olaf  College:  Cindy  Book 

St.  Paul’s  College:  Sunday  A.  Adesuyi,  April  Emory 

St.  Peter’s  College:  Kim  Cullingan,  William  Stein  ' 

College  of  Saint  Rose:  Cathy  Haker 
University  of  St.  Thomas  (Minnesota):  JoAnn  Andregg 
Salem  State  College:  John  Galaris,  Nash  G.  Nunn 
Salem-Teikyo  University:  Gary  McAllister,  Louis  Talerico 
Saive  Regina  University:  Del  Malloy,  John  Rok 
Samford  University:  Robert  Roller 

University  of  San  Diego:  Tom  lannacone,  Mitchell  Malachowsky 
San  Diego  State  University:  Justina  Boyd 
University  of  San  Francisco:  Bill  Hogan 

San  Francisco  State  University:  Patricia  Bartscher,  Kathleen 
Heitzman,  Michael  Simpson 

Savannah  College  of  Art  and  Design:  Matt  Honeycutt,  Linda  Lewis 
Jim  Matthews 

Seattle  Pacific  University:  Tom  Box,  Robert  Huber 
Shaw  University:  Ernest  L.  Pickens 
Shepherd  College:  Barbara  E  Beard 

Shippensburg  University  of  Pennsylvania:  George  Harper  Roberta 
Page,  James  Pribula 
Simpson  College:  Bruce  Sloan 
Skidmore  College:  Tim  Brown 

Slippery  Rock  "University  of  Pennsylvania:  Robertha  Abney  Paul 
^  Lueken,  Peter  Salteri 
Smith  College:  Lynn  Oberbillig 
Sonoma  State  University:  William  Crowley,  Bill  Fusco 
University  of  the  South:  Nancy  Ladd,  Bob  Pearigen,  Mark  Webb 
University  of  South  Carolin  at  Aiken:  Randy  Warrick 
University  of  South  Carolina,  Columbia:  Susie  VanHuss 
University  of  South  Carolina-Spartanburg:  Mike  Hall  John 
Stock  well 

South  Carolina  State  University:  Timothy  J.  Autry,  Leroy  Davis 
University  of  South  Dakota:  Kelly  Higgins,  Jack  Powell.  Kim  Zarling 
South  Dakota  State  University:  Mylo  Helhckson,  Fred  Oien 
Southampton  Campus  of  Long  Island  University:  Mary  E.  Topping 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University:  Kenneth  Dobbins,  Donald 
Kaverman,  Georganne  Syler 

Southeastern  Oklahoma  State  University:  Donald  Parham  Jerrv 
Poison  ’  J 
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Southern  Arkansas  University:  Jay  Adcox,  Steve  Dingman,  Steve 
Gamble 

University  of  Southern  Colorado:  Marsha  Blowers,  Tito  Guerrero  III, 
Stanley  Perchan 

Southern  Connecticut  State  University:  Antonio  Aceto,  Patricia  Nicol, 
Darryl  Rogers 

Southern  Illinois  University,  Edwardsville;  Cynthia  L.  Jones,  John  B. 
Meisel,  David  J.  Werner 

University  of  Southern  Indiana:  Jackson  Marr,  Steve  Newton 
University  of  Southern  Maine:  Albert  D.  Bean  Jr.,  Richard  L. 
Pattenaude 

Southern  Methodist  University:  Charles  Howard 
Southern  University,  Baton  Rouge:  Dana  Carpenter,  Dena  Davis, 
Moses  Dupre,  Brenda  Edmond 
Southern  Utah  University:  Jack  Bishop,  David  Bracger 
Southern  Vermont  College:  Scott  Kilgallon 

Southwest  Baptist  University:  Paul  E.  Parker,  Dennis  Roland,  Pat 
Taylor,  Joanne  Vaughan 

Southwest  State  University.  Rosalie  Miller,  Lloyd  Raymond 
Southwestern  Oklahoma  State  University:  Kelli  Litsch 
Southwestern  University  (Texas):  Sherri  H.  Babcock,  Glada  C.  Hunt, 
Roy  B.  Shilling  Jr. 

Springfield  College:  Richard  Flynn,  Betty  Mann,  Craig  Poissen,  Dana 
Rieger,  Cathie  Schweitzer 

Stanford  University:  Cheryl  L.  Levick,  Jerry  I.  Porra 

Stephen  F.  Austin  State  University:  Steve  McCarty,  Baker  Patti llo 

Stephens  College:  Marcia  Kierscht 

Stevens  Institute  of  Technology:  Dean  M.  Witty 

Stillman  College*  Donald  Staffo,  Sharon  E.  Whittaker 

Stonehill  College:  Paula  Sullivan 

Suffolk  University:  Janies  E.  Nelson 

Sul  Ross  State  University:  Kay  Whitley 

Susquehanna  University:  Connie  Hamum,  Donald  Harnum 

Swarthmore  College:  Robert  Williams 

Sweet  Briar  College*  Jennifer  Cnspen 

Syracuse  University:  Kenneth  Shaw,  Michael  Wasylenko 

University  of  Tampa:  Larry  Marfise,  Gil  S walls 

Tarleton  State  University:  Susan  Burton,  Lamar  Johanson,  Dennis 
McCabe,  Lonnie  McMillan 

University  of  Tennessee  at  Chattanooga:  Oval  Jaynes 
University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville:  Joan  Cronan,  Doug  Dickey 
University  of  Tennessee  at  Martin:  Phillip  W.  Conn 
Tennessee  State  University:  James  Hefner,  James  Smith 
University  of  Texas  at  Arlington:  Pete  Carlon 

University  of  Texas  at  Austin:  DeLoss  Dodds,  Patricia  Ohlcndorf, 
Leroy  Sutherland,  Charles  Alan  Wright 
University  of  Texas,  Pan  American:  William  Weidner 


34 


-2000  Convention  Proceedings 


Texas  A&M  University,  College  Station:  Thomas  Adair 
Texas  A&M  University-Commerce:  Randy  McBroom,  Keith 
McFarland,  Tom  Tallach 

Texas  A&M  University-Corpus  Christi:  Wayne  Bridgeman,  Robert  R. 

Furgason,  Sandra  Harper,  Dan  Viola 
Texas  A&M  University-Kingsville:  Livia  Diaz,  Randy  Hughes,  Gil 
Wright 

Texas  Christian  University:  Rhonda  Hatcher 

Texas  Lutheran  College:  Kim  Callicoatte,  John  Masterson,  Jon 
Moline 

Texas  Southern  University:  Rhonda  S.  Powell 

Texas  Tech  University  Judi  Henry,  Shane  Lyons,  Robert  Sweazy 

Texas  Wesleyan  University:  Skip  Applin 

Texas  Woman's  University:  Richard  Nicholas,  Judy  Southard,  Frank 
Vitro 

Thiel  College:  David  A.  Armstrong 

Trinity  College  (Connecticut):  Richard  J.  Hazelton,  Robin  L. 
Sheppard 

Trinity  College  (District  of  Columbia):  Christy  Neff 
Trinity  University  (Texas):  Bob  King 
Troy  State  University:  John  Williams 

Truman  State  University:  Mary  Sue  Beersman,  Kathy  Turpin,  Jerry 
Wollmering 

Tufts  University:  Rocco  Carzo,  John  DiBiaggio,  William  Gehling 

Tulane  University:  Monica  Love 

University  of  Tulsa*  Robert  Lawless 

Tusculum  College:  Ed  Hoffmeyer 

Tuskegee  University:  Roderick  Randolph 

Union  College  (New  York):  Richard  Sakala 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  Academy:  Ray  Cieplik 

U  S  Merchant  Marine  Academy:  Susan  Petersen  Lubow 

U.S.  Naval  Academy:  Tom  Bates,  Dick  Mathieu 

Upper  Iowa  University:  Paul  Rudolph 

Ursinus  College:  Carrie  Reilly,  John  Strassburger 

University  of  Utah:  Larry  Gerlach 

Utah  State  University:  Mary  Ellen  Cloninger,  George  Emert,  Michael 
Parent,  Kenneth  White 
Utica  College:  Todd  Hutton,  James  Spartano 
Valdosta  State  University:  Herbert  Reinhard,  Charles  Tucker 
Valparaiso  University:  Bill  Steinbrecher 

Vanderbilt  University:  Thomas  Burish,  Todd  Turner,  Joe  Wyatt 
Vassar  College:  Andy  Jennings,  Louise  McCleary,  Ellen  Shilkret 
Virginia  Military  Institute:  Donny  White 

Virginia  State  University:  Edward  Cooper,  Claude  Flythe,  Michael 
Shackleford 

Virginia  Union  University:  James  Battle,  Bernard  Franklin,  Stacey 
Jones 
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Wabash  College:  Vernon  Mummert,  David  Phillips 
Wartburg  College:  Gary  Grace,  Jill  Gremmels,  Jack  Ohle 
Washburn  University  of  Topeka:  Larry  Blumberg,  Janet  Degginger 
Jerry  Farley,  Loren  Ferre  ’ 

Washington  and  Jefferson  College:  Jeffrey  R.  Docking,  John  J.  Gregor 
John  L.  Luckhardt,  Richard  H,  Soudan 
Washington  and  Lee  University:  Cinda  Rankin,  Michael  F  Walsh 
Washington  College  (Maryland):  Bryan  Matthews 
Washington  State  University:  Kenneth  Casavant 
Washington  University  (Missouri):  John  Schael,  T.  J.  Shelton 
Wayne  State  College  (Nebraska):  Michael  J.  Barry 
Wayne  State  University  (Michigan):  Bob  Brennan.  Robert  L.  Carter 
Christ  Petrouleas 

Wayncsburg  College:  Daniel  Baramk 

Weber  State  University:  John  W.  Johnson 

Webster  University:  Thomas  Bart,  Richard  Meyers 

Wellesley  College:  Suzanne  Walmsley 

Wells  College:  Lyn  LaBar 

Wentworth  Institute  of  Technology;  Lee  Conrad 

Wesley  College:  Gale  Lackey 

Wesleyan  College  (Georgia):  Peter  Smith 

University  of  West  Alabama:  Curtis  “Dee”  Outlaw,  Ed  Roach  Micky 
Smith  ’  J 

West  Chester  University  of  Pennsylvania:  Barbara  Cleghorn,  Edward 
Matjekovic,  Paul  Oliaro 

University  of  West  Florida:  Richard  Berg,  Nichole  Keshock,  Doug 
Palmer  h 

State  University  of  West  Georgia:  Costas  U.  Douvanis,  Tim  Hynes 
West  Liberty  State  College:  James  W.  Watson 
West  Texas  A&M  University:  Russell  Long,  Hcllon  Wilbur 
West  Virginia  State  College:  Steven  Bryce  Casto 
West  Virginia  University  Institute  of  Technology:  Michael  Neese, 
Mike  Spnngston 

West  Virginia  Wesleyan  College:  George  Klebez 

Western  Connecticut  State  University:  Edward  Farrington,  James 
Roach 

Western  Illinois  University:  Donald  Spencer 

Western  Maryland  College:  Robert  H.  Chambers,  Carol  A.  Fritz 
James  M,  Smith 

Western  New  England  College:  Michael  Theulen 

Western  New  Mexico  University:  Scott  Woodard 

Western  State  College  of  Colorado:  Harry  Peterson,  Greg  Waggoner 

Western  Washington  University:  Lynda  Goodrich,  Karen  Morse 

Westfield  State  College:  Kenneth  Magarian 

Westminster  College  (Pennsylvania).  Tammy  Swearingen 

Wheaton  College  (Illinois):  Tony  Ladd 

Wheaton  College  (Massachusetts):  Chad  Yowell 

Wheeling  Jesuit  University:  John  Mansuy 
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Whittier  College:  Dave  Jacobs,  Patricia  Van  Oosbree 
Whitworth  College:  Scott  McQuilkin 
Wilkes  University:  Addy  Malatestesta 
Willamette  University:  Lee  Pelton,  Bill  Trenbeath 
College  of  William  and  Mary:  Edward  C.  Driscoll  Jr. 

William  Paterson  University  of  New  Jersey:  Art  Eason,  Sabrina 
Grant 

William  Penn  College:  Michael  Laird 

Williams  College.  Robert  Peck,  David  L.  Smith,  Karen  Whalen 

Wilmington  College  (Ohio):  Terry  Rupert 

Wilson  College:  Lori  Frcv 

Wingate  University:  Bethyna  Murray 

Winona  State  University:  Kim  Blum 

Winston-Salem  State  University:  Paul  Cloud,  Anne  Little,  Lee 
Stackhouse 

Wisconsin  Lutheran  College:  Cheryl  Pasbrig 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Claire:  Marilyn  Skrivseth 
University  of  Wisconsin,  La  Crosse:  Joe  Baker,  Jodie  Rindt-Wagner 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison:  Jamie  Pollard 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Oshkosh:  Allen  Ackerman,  Burk  Tower 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Parkside:  John  Keating,  Lenny  Klaver  Bill 
Murin 

University  of  Wisconsin,  Platteville:  David  Markee,  Mark  Molesworth 
University  of  Wisconsin,  River  Falls:  Connie  Foster,  Barbara  Rebhuhn 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Stevens  Point:  Eugene  Johnson,  Frank  O’Brien 
University  ol  Wisconsin,  Stout:  Steve  Terry,  John  Wesolek 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Superior:  Kristin  Falk 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Whitewater:  Shawn  Eicherst,  Jack  Miller 
Wittenberg  University.  Jeff  Ankrom,  Kathleen  M.  Schulz 
College  of  Wooster:  Gordon  Collins,  Stanton  Hales,  Robert  Malekoff 
Brenda  Meese 

Worcester  Polytechnic  Institute:  Raymond  Gilbert 

Worcester  State  College:  Susan  Chapman 

Yeshiva  University:  Richard  Zerneck 

York  College  (New  York):  Linda  Barley,  Ronald  St.  John 

Youngstown  State  University:  Floyd  Kerr,  Pauline  Saternow 

Provisional  Members 

Baptist  Bible  College  (Pennsylvania):  James  Huckaby 
Bay  Path  College:  Steven  J.  Smith 
Becker  College:  Gene  Alley 

Benedict  College:  Gwendolyn  Rouse,  Willie  Washington 
Birmingham  Southern  College:  Leslie  Claybrook,  Joe  Dean  Jr 
Johnny  Johnson,  JRopbert  Slagter 
Bloomfield  College:  Kathy  Perri,  Sheila  Wooten 
Caldwell  College:  Mark  Corino,  Doan  Johnson,  Sister  Michel 
Rodgers,  Sister  Patrice  Werner 

Concordia  University  at  Austin:  William  Driskill,  Linda  Lowery 
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Dallas  Baptist  University:  Steve  Mullen,  Wayne  Poage,  Trent  Wall 

Dominican  University  (Illinois):  Maureen  Harty 

DTouville  University:  Brian  Miller 

East  Texas  Baptist  University:  Kent  Reeves 

Evergreen  State  College:  Janette  Parent 

State  University  of  New  York  at  Farmingdalc:  Tom  Azzara,  Walter 
Schnell,  Jolie  Ward 

Eelician  College1  Sister  Theresa  M.  Martin,  Robert  D.  Symons,  Sister 
M.  Tarcilia 

University  of  Findlay:  Steven  Rack  ley,  David  Wallach 
Georgian  Court  College:  Mary  Cranwell,  Debra  Emery 
Goldey  Beacom  College:  Joyce  Jones,  Chris  Morgan,  Bernadette 
Wimbcrley 

Green  Mountain  College:  Thomas  Benson,  Chris  Gilmore,  Carol 
Hartshorn,  Candy  Rice 

Holy  Family  College:  Sister  Patrice  Feher,  Sandra  Michael,  Sister 
Francesca  Onley 

Houghton  College:  Daniel  Chamberlain,  Harold  “Skip”  Lord 

Huntingdon  College:  Todd  Schilpcroort 

Husson  College:  Pam  Hennessey 

La  Grange  College:  F.  Stuart  Gulley,  Phil  Williamson 

Le  Tourneau  University:  Dirk  Nelson 

Lesley  College1  Stanley  C.  Vieira 

Lipscomb  University:  Steve  Flatt,  Kent  Johnson,  Steve  Potts 
University  of  Mary  Hardin-Baylor  Darla  Kirby,  Ben  Shipp 
Medaille  College:  Richard  J.  Herdlein 

University  of  Minnesota,  Crookston:  Brad  Kerr,  Vern  Markey,  Donald 
Sargeant 

Mount  Ida  College:  Jacqueline  A.  Palmer 

New  York  City  Technical  College:  Ray  Amalbert,  Anisia  B.  Quinones 
Newbury  College:  Marybeth  Lamb 

North  Greenville  College:  Suzanne  Dodd,  James  “Jimmy”  Epting,  Jan 
McDonald 

Northland  College:  Jim  Miller,  Steve  Wammer 
Northwest  Nazarene  University:  Scott  Armstrong 
Nova  Southeastern  University:  Shannon  Cain,  Mark  Cavanaugh, 
Corey  Johnson 

Nyack  College.  Debra  Beck,  Keith  Davie 

Ohio  Valley  College:  Ron  Pay an,  Robert  W.  Stephens 

Peace  College:  Liz  Thurston 

Pennsylvania  State  University,  Altoona:  Brent  Baird,  Fredina  M. 
Ingold.  Robert  N.  Pangborn 

Philadelphia  College  of  the  Bible:  Sherrill  Babb,  Dick  Beach 
University  of  the  Sciences  in  Philadelphia:  Gayle  Garrison,  Philip  P. 
Gerbino,  Paul  Klimitas 

University  of  Pittsburgh,  Greensburg:  Frank  Cassell,  Mark 
McColloch,  Daniel  Swalga,  Julie  Tietz 
University  of  Puerto  Rico,  Bayamon:  Luis  R.  Reeves,  Carmen  A. 
Rivera,  Donscelis  Roura,  Carmen  M.  Skerrett 
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University  of  Puerto  Rico,  Cayey:  Luis  Bonilla,  Agustin  Flores,  Ray  J 
Quinones 

University  of  Puerto  Rico,  Humacao:  Enoc  Diaz  Santana,  David 
Ferrer,  Angel  N.  Velazuez  Ortiz 

University  of  Puerto  Rico,  Mayaguez:  Hector  B.  Figueroa,  Marta 
Mora.  Manuel  Ramirez,  Karen  Soto,  Zuima  Toro,  Andres  Velazquez 
University  of  Puerto  Rico,  Rio  Piedras:  David  Aleman,  George  Hillyer 
Farah  A.  Ramirez,  Gary  Voce 
Roberts  Wesleyan  College:  Michael  Faro 

St  Thomas  Aquinas  College:  Dennis  O’Donnell,  Walter  Schneider 
Barbara  Vano 

Schreiner  College  J.  Thompson  Biggers,  Barry  Shaw 
Seattle  University  Anne  Carragher,  Stephen  V.  Sundborg 
Spelman  College  Barbara  Brown,  James  Gates,  Audrey  Manley 
Dorothy  Richey  '  '  ’ 

Teikyo  Post  University:  Dan  Mara 

University  of  Texas  at  Dallas:  Kurt  Beron,  Mary  Walters 

Thomas  College:  David  Thombs 

Tiffin  University:  Ian  Day,  John  J.  Millar 

University  of  Virginia’s  College  at  Wise:  George  Culbertson,  Carroll 
Dale,  Wayne  Edwards,  Gary  Juhan,  Jay  Lemons,  Ray  Spenilla 
Western  Oregon  University:  Jon  R.  Carey,  Erie  J.  Cooley,  Betty  J 
Youngblood 

Wilmington  College  (Delaware):  Jack  Varsalona 

Affiliated  Members 

Community  College  League  of  California:  Joanne  A.  Fortunate 
Intercollegiate  Tennis  Association:  Ann  Lebedeff 
Metropolitan  Intercollegiate  Basketball  Association:  John  J.  Powers 
National  Association  of  Collegiate  Directors  of  Athletics:  Mike  Cleary 
Pat  Manak,  Bob  Vecchione 

National  Association  of  Collegiate  Women  Athletic  Administrators- 
Jennifer  Alley 

National  Fastpitch  Coaches  Association:  Lacy  Lee  Baker 
National  Federation  of  State  High  School  Associations:  John  Black 
Bob  Kanaby  ’ 

United  States  Olympic  Committee:  Curt  Hamakawa 
Womens  Basketball  Coaches  Association:  Betty  Jaynes 

Corresponding  Members 

Pratt  Institute.  Dave  Adebanjo 

Visitors 

Good  Sports,  Inc.:  Valerie  Bonnette 
Heery  International,  Inc.:  Mike  Holleman 
Lee  University:  Larry  Carpenter 
Milling  Benson  Woodward:  Robert  L.  Clayton 
Moorpark  High  School:  Andi  Mallen 
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Nike:  Joan  Scott 

Pasadena  Tournament  of  Roses:  Gary  Dorm,  Nancy  Dorm,  CharJotta 
^  Triplett,  Otis  Triplett,  Mike  Ward 

San  Jose  Sports  Authority:  Gary  Fazzmo,  Jan  Hutchins,  Dean  Munro 

Smith  Consulting  Services:  Dale  Smith 

Susse  Chalet:  Don  Pyke 

The  Compliance  Group:  Chuck  Smrt 

Total  Sports:  Richard  Stewart 

Verrill  and  Dana,  LLP:  Janet  Justus 
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Opening  Business  Session 


Sunday  Afternoon,  January  9,  2000 

The  94th  annual  Convention  of  the  National  Collegiate  Athletic 
Association  was  called  to  order  at  3.45  p.m.  by  Charles  Wethington, 
Jr.,  NCAA  Executive  Committee  chair  and  president.  University  of 
Kentucky. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Charles  Wethington  Jr.:  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  am  pleased 
lo  welcome  you  to  this  opening  session  of  the  2000  NCAA  Convention 
As  chair  of  the  NCAA  Executive  Committee,  1  have  the  pleasure  of 
leading  this  opening  session. 

The  chairs  of  the  other  presidential  governing  bodies  are  with  me 
on  {he  dais  today.  Please  welcome  Graham  Spanicr,  Pennsylvania 
State  University,  chair  of  the  Division  I  Board  of  Directors;  Gladys 
Styles  Johnston,  University  of  Nebraska  at  Kearney,  chair  of  the 
Division  II  Presidents  Council:  and  Ann  Die,  Hendrix  College,  chair 
of  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council.  (Applause)  Also  on  the  dais  is 
Cedric  Dempsey,,  NCAA  president.  Cedric  will  be  introduced  later. 
Our  parliamentarian  is  Alan  Chapman  and  Bridget  Belgiovine,  assis¬ 
tant  chief  of  staff  for  Division  III. 

The  Rev  Jesse  Jackson,  an  international  and  political  Figure  for 
peace,  civil  rights,  gender  equality  and  social  justice  is  unable  to  be 
with  us  due  to  last-minute  schedule  changes.  Therefore,  our  session 
today  will  not  include  a  keynote  address,  but  it  will  include  the  State 
of  the  Association  address. 

REPORT  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE 

I  do  want  to  give  you  a  brief  report  from  the  Executive  Committee 
for  this  past  year.  I  am  sure  many  of  you  remember,  in  August  1997 
the  Association  underwent  a  very  significant  change  in  the  way  we 
conduct  our  business.  The  governance  structure  is  now  federated, 
allowing  each  division  to  operate  more  autonomously  and  to  make 
more  decisions  independently  of  the  other  divisions.  However,  it  is 
important  for  us  to  remember  that  we  are  still  an  Association  of  all 
three  divisions  and  all  of  the  member  institutions. 

With  that  in  mind,  I  want  to  give  you  a  brief  report  of  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Executive  Committee  in  1999.  The  Executive  Committee  is 
compnscd  of  chief  executive  officers  from  all  three  divisions  and  over¬ 
sees  the  affairs  of  the  Association  as  a  whole.  One  of  the  primary  roles 
of  the  Executive  Committee  is  to  review  and  approve  the 
Association  s  budget.  Each  of  the  three  divisions  reviews  and 
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approves  its  own  divisional  budget,  but  the  Executive  Committee  is 
responsible  for  approving  the  Association-wide  budget.  In  1999,  we 
made  a  number  of  revisions  to  the  budgetary  process  that  should 
make  the  approval  of  the  Association’s  budget  more  efficient  and 
keep  it  within  the  principles  of  the  new  governance  structure. 

Another  responsibility  of  the  Executive  Committee  is  to  monitor 
litigstion  in  which  the  Association  is  involved.  I  am  sure  you  are  well 
aware  that  the  Association  was  involved  in  a  number  of  very  signifi¬ 
cant  and  high-profile  lawsuits  in  1999.  For  instance,  the  restricted- 
earnings  case,  the  Smith  versus  the  NCAA  case,  the  most-recent 
Supieme  Court  case  that  ruled  the  NCAA  was  not  a  direct  recipient 
of  federal  funds  relative  to  Title  IX,  the  baseball  hat  litigation  and  the 
Curcton  case  involving  initial-eligibility  standards.  That’s  only  a  few. 
As  a  result,  the  Executive  Committee  has  spent  a  great  deal  of  its 
time  this  past  year  reviewing  legal  issues. 

The  Executive  Committee  receives  regular  reports  on  the  status 
of  all  of  the  lawsuits  and  legal  affairs  of  the  Association,  providing 
guidance  and  making  decisions  related  to  litigation  when  necessary. 
These  issues  are  often  complicated  to  understand  and  challenging  to 
resolve.  However,  the  Executive  Committee  is  committed  to  handling 
them  in  a  way  that  we  believe  best  serves  the  interest  of  the  mem¬ 
bership  and  the  Association  as  a  whole. 

Two  years  ago,  the  Executive  Committee  reestablished  a  presi¬ 
dential  ad  hoc  committee  to  oversee  gender  and  ethnicity  issues  of 
the  Association.  This  past  fall,  this  Committee  received  a  status 
report  from  its  ad  hoc  committee  related  to  the  Association’s  gender 
and  ethnicity  audit  and  sent  the  recommendation  to  the  division  gov- 
ei  nance  stiucturc  for  consideration.  Recognizing  the  Association’s 
commitment  to  gender  and  diversity,  the  Executive  Committee  estab¬ 
lished  a  standing  presidential  subcommittee  on  ethnicity  and  gender 
charged  with  monitoring  progress  in  these  areas. 

Another  responsibility  of  the  Executive  Committee  is  to  provide 
strategic  planning  for  the  Association.  On  October  28,  the  Executive 
Committee  engaged  in  its  first  strategic-planning  retreat.  The  ses¬ 
sion  included  discussions  in  three  major  areas:  the  role  and  expecta¬ 
tions  of  the  Executive  Committee;  the  role  of  the  NCAA  president  and 
staff  and  the  governance  structure;  and  the  identification  of  major 
pi ioi i ties  foi  the  Association  as  we  embark  on  a  new  millennium. 

As  you  may  recall,  the  primary  purposes  for  restructuring  the 
NCAA  several  years  ago  were  to  provide  greater  clarity  of  authority 
as  to  where  and  how  the  decisions  arc  made  within  the  Association 
and  to  create  a  structure  whereby  the  chief  executive  officers  have 
primary  responsibility  for  governing  the  Association.  The  Executive 
Committee  affirmed  its  commitment  to  exercise  its  judicious  and  leg¬ 
islative  lcadoi  ship  in  addition  lo  a  leadership  role  in  determining  and 
advancing  the  Association  s  wide  initiatives  on  behalf  of  the  mcm- 
bei ship.  The  chief  executive  officers  throughout  the  governance 
structure  have  been  unequivocal  in  their  insistence  on  active  leader- 
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ship  of  the  NCAA  presidents  and  the  senior  staff  of  the  NCiAA.  In 
this  regard,  the  Executive  Committee  expects  the  NCAA  president  to 
be  proactive,  anticipate  issues  and  challenges  and  present  recom¬ 
mendations  that  take  advantage  of  senior  staff  members’  experience 
and  enhances  the  efficiency  and  the  clarity  of  decision-making  and 
increases  the  accountability  within  the  Association, 

Finally,  the  Executive  Committee  identified  four  priorities  for  the 
Association.  These  priorities  support  the  overall  commitment  of  the 
NCAA  to  maintain  intercollegiate  athletics  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
educational  process,  while  supporting  a  comprehensive  approach  to 
building  student-athletes  as  leaders  across  the  nation.  The  priorities 
will  be  articulated  by  President  Dempsey  in  his  state  of  the 
Association  remarks  later  in  the  program.  The  Executive  Committee 
challenges  the  governance  structure  to  support  the  Association’s  pri¬ 
ority  in  its  work  on  behalf  of  the  membership  and  our  thousands  of 
student-athletes. 

Now,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  one  item  of  business  that  we  tradi¬ 
tionally  conduct  during  this  session  is  to  hear  the  report  of  the 
Memorial  Resolutions  Committee.  I  ask  the  delegates,  visitors  and 
our  friends  in  the  news  media  to  remain  silent  during  the  reading  of 
the  memorial  resolutions.  May  I  present  Charles  Welford,  athletics 
representative,  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park. 

REPORT  OF  THE  MEMORIAL  RESOLUTIONS  COMMITTEE 

Charles  Welford  (University  of  Maryland,  College  Park):  Mr. 
Chairman  and  delegates,  at  this  time  I  would  like  to  recognize  the 
other  members  of  the  Memorial  Resolutions  Committee.  With  me  on 
the  podium  are  Lawrence  Fitzgerald,  Southern  Connecticut  State 
University,  and  Mary  Jo  Gunning,  Marywood  University.  Unable  to 
be  here  today  is  Charlene  Johnson,  South  Carolina  State  University. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  those  men  and  women  who  have  passed 
away  since  we  last  met.  First  will  be  the  names  of  the  administrators 
and  coaches. 

Administrators: 

"Sonny"  Allen,  Morehead  State 

Nina  Amundson,  California  Lutheran 

"Forddy"  Anderson,  Bradley 

John  Ball,  Truman 

Charles  Bertram,  Southern  Indiana 

Bob  Blitz,  C.  W.  Post 

Thomas  Botts,  Missouri 

Charles  Branum,  South  Alabama 

Robert  Brooker,  Indianapolis 

Ricky  Byrdsong,  Northwestern 

Stephen  Cannon,  Fort  Lewis 

"Big  Daddy"  Carson,  Jackson  State 

Ernest  Casal,  Temple 

"Bull"  Cavanaugh,  Arizona 

Phil  Cutchin,  Oklahoma  State 
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Johnny  Dee,  Notre  Dame 

Edward  Donnelly,  Vermont 

Peter  Downey,  Sacred  Heart 

John  Dorish,  Kings  College 

Robert  Faris,  George  Washington 

William  Fenton,  Iowa 

Brian  Fishman,  Michigan 

Eldon  Fix,  Lewis  and  Clark 

"Bud"  Francis,  Charleston 

Paul  Gregory,  Mississippi  State 

Matt  Hartl,  Northwestern 

William  Healey,  Northern  Illinois 

Matthew  Heldman,  Illinois 

Bryant  Houston,  Edinboro 

Robert  Hulton,  Gettysburg 

Hank  Johns,  College  of  New  Jersey 

Alva  Kelly,  Jr.,  Hobart 

"Rick"  lappert,  Akron 

"Sig"  Lawson,  Austin  College 

Alvin  Lee,  Alabama 

Steve  Little,  Arkansas 

Donald  Loucks,  Florida  State 

Paul  McBrayer,  Eastern  Kentucky 

Michael  Malone,  Montana  State  University 

Robert  Mason,  Austin  College 

William  McCurdy,  Harvard 

Johnny  McLendon,  Tennessee  State 

Ryland  Milner,  Northwest  Missouri  State 

James  Myers,  West  Virginia  Wesleyan 

Prime  Nebiolo,  IAAF 

John  O'Connor,  VMI 

Frank  Partel,  Stevens  Institute 

Stennet  Pierce,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Stout 

Daniel  Quilty,  New  York  University 

Mary  Rice,  Rowan 

William  Reading,  University  of  Maryland,  College  Park 
Brian  Reed,  Ferrum 

Donald  Riddle,  University  of  Illinois,  Chicago 

"Red"  Romo,  Navy 

Joseph  Sabof,  Norwich 

Jimmy  Sidle,  Auburn 

Charlie  Skinner,  Alma 

Walter  Slovenski,  Bates 

Eddie  Stanky,  South  Alabama 

Paul  Stuart,  Nevada 

Jeremy  Streck,  Kentucky 

Edwin  Thompson,  Delaware 

Roy  Van  Ness,  College  of  New  Jersey 
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"Pony"  Wilson,  Rutgers-Camden 
Robert  Woll,  Monmouth 

The  following  are  names  of  student-athletes: 

Brandon  Bulsworth,  Arkansas 
Clayton  Corder,  Hardin-Simmons 
Lucie  Hanusova,  Colorado 
Angela  Proctor,  Texas-Pan  American 
James  Quinn,  Rhode  Island  College 
Paul  Reyna,  Boise  State 
Jacori  Rufus,  Idaho  State 
Natasha  Sachiko,  California-Santa  Cruz 
Chris  Severy,  Colorado,  Colorado  Springs 
Eric  Sopracasa,  Massachusetts-Amherst 
Shannon  Stewart,  Bluefield  State 
Matthew  Weiner,  Princeton 

Please  stand  and  observe  a  moment  of  silence  for  those  who  have 
gone  before  us.  Thank  you. 

If  you  know  of  persons  who  should  be  added  to  these  lists,  please 
contact  a  member  of  the  committee  or  the  national  office  staff/ Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  Wethington:  Thank  you.  Dr.  Welford,  and  thank  you,  mem- 
bers  of  that  committee. 

STATE  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION  ADDRESS 

Now  I  would  like  to  introduce  our  president,  who  will  give  the 
State  of  the  Association  address.  Before  I  ask  Ced  to  come  up,  I  would 
like  to  say  a  couple  of  things  about  our  president.  First,  let  me  tell 
you  that  during  this  last  year  I  believe  that  Cedric  Dempsey  has  pro¬ 
vided  exceptional  leadership  for  this  Association.  As  all  of  you  know, 
during  this  last  year,  the  move  was  made  to  a  new  headquarters  in 
Indianapolis,  a  move  that  took  a  lot  of  time,  efTort,  work  and  leader¬ 
ship.  In  my  opinion,  it  has  been  carried  out  most  successfully.  I  think 
all  of  you  are  also  well  awaire  of  the  leadership  that  Cedric  Dempsey 
and  the  staff  provided  during  the  recent  television  negotiations  that 
has  led  us  to  an  excellent  television  contract  for  the  men’s  basketball 
tournament,  which  will  help  ensure  the  financial  well  being  of  this 
Association  and  its  member  institutions  in  the  years  ahead. 

During  all  of  this  and  during  the  time  I  have  worked  with  Ced 
Dempsey,  1  can  tell  you  that  he  constantly  keeps  the  welfare  of  the 
student-athlete  at  the  top  of  his  agenda.  That’s  one  of  the  things  that 
appreciate  about  him  and  one  of  the  things  I  know  that  you  expect 
from  the  leadership  of  this  Association. 

o  'j  a  r®a*  P'easure  f°r  me.  ladies  and  gentlemen,  to  present  to 
you  Cednc  Dempsey  for  the  State  of  the  Association  address.  Ced 
(Applause) 

...  Cedr»c  Dempsey,  NCAA  President:  Thank  you,  President 
Wethington.  Good  afternoon. 

For  those  people  standing  in  the  room,  there  are  still  a  lot  of 
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cmotv  scats  over  here.  You  may  not  have  read  the  fine  print  today, 
but* everybody  who  is  seated,  their  institution  will  receive  an  extra 
$1*000  in  revenue  distribution.  You  may  want  to  consider  some  of 

lhC7 would  like  todispel  one  rumor  before  I  begin  my  remarks  today 
A  number  of  people  asked  me  as  I  was  coming  in:  Are  you  going  to 
fake  youi  time  and  Reverend  Jackson’s  time  as  well?”  meaning  an 
hour  and  one-half  that  was  allotted.  I  assured  them  that  that  was 
not  true.  First  of  all,  my  voice  wouldn’t  last  that  long.  Second  y, 

d°n  I  bhoapVeey^ih  bear  with  me  for  some  comments  that  I  feel  ™r^t™nge 
ly  about  I  hope  that  they  will  possibly  test  your  interest  and  set  the  stage 

for  the  remainder  of  this  Convention.  arq  I’ve 

In  these  State  of  the  Association  addresses  over  the  past  Jew  years,  i  ve 
frioH  tn  remind  all  of  us  of  our  history  and  the  principles  upon  which  this 

siS 

be  constantly  tested  as  we  confront  new  pressures,  new  distractions  and  ne% 

"» m  the  history  of  the  Assocmtion 
with  more  distractions  and  opportunities  than  the  one  we  have  just  complet¬ 
ed  There  have  been  many  significant  moments  in  the  past,  certainly.  But 

already  indicated,  we  started  the  year  with 
the  controversy  over  specifications  for  baseball  hats,  then  received  and 
anoealed  a  decision  in  the  Gurcton  case,  settled  the  restricted-earnings  case, 
moved  the  national  office  500  miles  to  Indianapolis  and  replaced  two-thirds 
of  our  staff;  brought  closure  to  the  bat  specifications;  and 
and  marketing  rights  package  with  CBS  for  a  minimum  of  $6  billion  over  1 1 
years'  Ami  just  days  before  Christmas,  we  received  word  that  wc  worn  suc¬ 
cessful  with  our  appeal  in  the  Cureton  case  That-by  anj  standard  .  . 
full  agenda  for  this  Association,  or  for  any  Association. 

I’ll  touch  more  on  some  of  those  events  in  a  moment.  But  there  was 
another  significant  event  m  1999  that  drew  very  little  attention.  In  Octobci. 
the  NCAA Executive  Committee  set  four  broad  goals  that  define  this 
Association's  charge  through  the  remainder  of  its  first  100  years  and  prepare 
us  for  our  second  century 

The  four  goals  are  to:  .  .  ,  i. 

•  Promote  student-athletes  and  college  sports  through  pu  i 

awareness, ^  student_athlctes  through  standards  of  fairness  and 

•  Prepare  student-athletes  for  lifetime  leadership;  and 

•  Provide  student-athletes  and  college  sports  with  the  funding  o 

HCl ^Promote,  protect,  prepare,  provide.  They  will  drive  our  mission 
for  what  I  believe  in  and  have  a  personal  commitment  to— nothing 

less  than  the  total  development  of  the  student-athlete. 

‘  The  first  goal  calls  for  the  Association  to  inform  constituents  on 
campus,  in  the  media  and  in  the  general  public  about  the  lifelong  val¬ 
ues  of  athletics  in  the  educational  environment. 
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How  are  we  going  to  do  that?  This  month,  we  will  begin  imple-  1 

mentation  of  a  coordinated  public  affairs  plan  that  focuses  on  the  pos-  j 

itive  contributions  of  student-athletes  and  college  sports  in  higher  j 
education.  We  will  do  that  by  establishing  an  integrated  NCAA  com¬ 
munications  network  to  involve  campus  and  conference  leaders  at 
the  local  level  to  tell  the  NCAA  story  and  the  story  of  college  sports. 

We'll  build  stronger  relationships  with  coaches  and  administra¬ 
tors —  those  most  influential  in  shaping  the  attitudes  and  lives  of  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  And  we  will  begin  a  campaign  to  go  directly  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  with  important  messages  about  the  NCAA,  college  sports  and 
higher  education. 

That  is  a  quick  overview  of  the  plan,  the  details  of  which  you  will 
hear  more  about  in  the  near  future.  It  sounds  simple,  but  I  assure  you 
the  plan  will  test  our  ability  to  interrelate  the  national  office  with  the 
campuses  and  the  conferences.  It  will  test  us  to  stay  on  task,  and  to 
change  where  our  practices  don't  fulfill  our  mission.  We  need  your  full 
support  to  achieve  this  goal 

The  Executive  Committee's  second  goal  calls  on  the  NCAA  to 
reinforce  the  values  of  fairness  and  integrity  in  intercollegiate  ath¬ 
letics.  While  our  role  as  an  Association  is  to  implement  the  rules  by 
which  members  agree  to  abide,  our  goal  is  that  institutions  and  indi¬ 
viduals  will  assume  greater  responsibility  for  their  own  actions. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example:  In  the  last  five  years,  the  number 
of  self-reported  cases  of  secondary  violations  has  increased  by  nearly 
81  percent  to  slightly  more  than  1,600  in  1998  alone.  This  supports 
my  contention  that,  as  a  group,  we  are  doing  a  better  job  of  monitor¬ 
ing  our  programs  and  taking  responsibility  for  compliance. 

Another  key  point  on  the  integrity  agenda  has  been  sports  wager¬ 
ing.  Through  an  aggressive  educational  effort  and  as  a  result  of  a  few 
high  profile  point-shaving  cases,  we’ve  increased  the  awareness  of 
this  critical  concern.  But  because  sports  wagering  is  legal  in  some 
places,  we  continue  to  battle  a  society-wide  perception  that  betting  on 
college  sports  is  okay.  It  definitely  is  not  okay. 

I  want  to  introduce  a  new  initiative  to  address  this  problem.  The 
Executive  Committee— and  we  will  ask  each  of  you  to  become 
involved  as  well — fully  supports  proposed  federal  legislation  that  will 
ban  all  wagering  on  college  sports.  This  will  include  those  opportu¬ 
nities  that  today  are  legal.  This  will  be  an  uphill  battle.  The  opposi¬ 
tion  is  well  financed  and  determined.  But  this  is  the  right  position 
for  us  to  take.  As  a  nation,  we  cannot  sanction  betting  on  college  stu¬ 
dents. 

It's  generally  accepted  that  in  recent  years  sportsmanship  and 
ethical  behavior  have  suffered  serious  deterioration.  We  cannot  give 
those  values  away  to  the  bad  attitude  and  offensive  behavior  we  often  i 
see  in  society.  Athletics  must  lead.  We  must  develop  and  implement 
strategies  that  foster  greater  acceptance  of  the  values  of  respect,  fair-  : 
ness,  civility,  honesty,  caring  and  responsibility  among  student-ath¬ 
letes,  coaches,  officials,  fans  and  related  groups 
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The  third  goal  is  one  by  which  this  Association  and  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics  will  be  most  critically  judged.  The  Executive 

ommittee  has  mandated  that  the  NCAA  prepare  student-athletes 
f°r  «iCL  lme  leadership  m  a  dynamic  and  diverse  society. 

When  we  say  in  our  mission  that  we  must  maintain  intercolle¬ 
giate  athletics  as  an  integral  part  of  higher  education,  we  are  talking 
about  academic  standards.  It  is  fundamental  for  higher  education  to 
maintain  the  connection  between  classroom  performance  and  athlet- 
ics  participation,  and  we  must  increase  graduation  rates  for  student- 
athletes.  Those  rates  especially  in  football  and  basketball-are  not 

high  enough.  We  must  do  a  better  job  of  fulfilling  our  academic 
responsibility. 

In  this  new  year.  I’ll  recommend  that  we  continue  to  look  at  ways 
to  strengthen  the  continuing-eligibility  requirements  to  better  ensure 
academic  success  of  student-athletes.  But  frankly,  institutions  must 
then  discipline  themselves  to  recruit  for  more  than  just  the  freshman 

year  and  to  only  admit  students  who  are  committed  and  can  stav  the 
course.  J 

a  At  r?e.ihigh'pr,°fil?  footbaI1  coach  recently  noted,  “If  a  prospect 
doesn t  fit  the  standard  deviation  of  your  student  body  it’s  going  to  be 
very  difficult  for  that  athlete  to  successfully  perform  schoolwork."  He 
went  on  to  say,  "You  can’t  sign  players  who  only  have  a  20,  30  or  40 
percent  chance  of  graduating  from  your  university.” 

I  also  recommend  that  we  create  other  incentives  for  institutions 
to  identify  and  recruit  only  those  student-athletes  with  significant 
ikchhood  of  success.  In  Division  I,  the  Basketball  Issues  Working 
Group  has  developed  a  proposal  that  will  reward  programs  that  are 
successful  in  graduating  basketball  players  with  additional  grants- 
in-aid.  I  fully  support  that  concept. 

The  second  component  in  this  goal  deals  with  deregulation.  For 
all  of  us,  change  is  often  difficult  to  embrace.  Nowhere  has  that  been 
more  apparent  than  with  deregulation  of  the  NCAA  Manual  Despite 
an  almost  universally  accepted  complaint  that  there  are  too  many 
rules,  and  numerous  attempts  at  various  times  to  reduce  those  rules 
we  haven  t  made  much  progress.  Inevitably,  we  lose  sight  of  the 
deregulation  target  in  favor  of  concerns  about  the  level  playing  field 
budgets  and  other  provincial  interests. 

We\re  ha>;e  anew  opportunity  to  deregulate  and  help  student- 
athletes  through  a  discussion  emerging  in  all  three  divisions  regard¬ 
ing  amateurism.  Based  on  nearly  300  reinstatement  requests  from 
you  in  the  last  two  years,  it  is  clear  that  we  are  not  yet  of  one  mind 
on  how  to  apply  a  consistent  standard.  I  believe  it  is  time  to  redefine 
many  of  those  rules.  Wc  can  accomplish  this  without  sacrificing  our 
principle  of  amateurism 

The  application  of  our  current  rules  has  resulted  in  inconsistent 
consequences  for  various  amateurism  violations.  Here  is  the  undeni¬ 
able  truth:  Some  high-school  prospects  have  lost  all  or  a  significant 
amount  of  their  collegiate  eligibility  for  violations  where  no  competi- 
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tive  advantage  was  gained,  while  other  prospects  who  participated  in 
extensive  organized  competition  and  gained  significant  competitive 
advantages  were  able  to  enjoy  four  seasons  of  collegiate  competition. 
That  shouldn’t  happen. 

We  have  the  first  set  of  proposals — involving  the  pre-enrolled 
prospect — before  you  in  Division  I.  Tomorrow,  you  will  have  a  chance 
to  discuss  those  in  the  Division  I  forum.  I  encourage  you  to  enter  this 
discussion  with  an  open  mind,  and  I  strongly  encourage  the  Division 
I  Management  Council  to  forward  these  proposals  to  the  membership 
in  April. 

The  third  component  of  our  commitment  to  student-athletes  as 
leaders  is  our  responsibility  to  deepen  their  appreciation  for  the 
advantages  of  a  diverse  society  and  to  provide  opportunities  for 
responsible  citizenship. 

To  that  end,  we  should  consider  requiring  attendance  of  student- 
athletes.  coaches  and  administrators  at  diversity  education  programs 
as  part  of  Division  I  certification  and  for  self-study  programs  in 
Divisions  II  and  III. 

We  also  must  increase  our  attention  to  hiring  for  diversity  When 
we  moved  our  national  headquarters  to  Indianapolis,  we  dramatical¬ 
ly  changed  our  diversity  makeup.  That  was  my  personal  goal.  Today 
female  representation  on  our  administrative  staff  is  47  percent  and 
our  minority  representation  is  nearly  22  percent. 

I  am  proud  of  that  model  for  the  national  office,  but  the  track 
record  for  building  equally  diverse  staff  at  member  institutions— 
especially  at  the  level  of  head  coach  and  athletics  management — sim¬ 
ply  is  not  good  enough. 

There  is  a  price  to  be  paid  if  we  don’t  change  the  status  quo.  We 
continue  to  hire  white  men  almost  exclusively  in  top  coaching  and 
administrative  positions.  That  makeup  does  not  reflect  the  ethnic 
and  gender  makeup  of  our  student-athletes  population  or  society  in 
general. 

The  consequences  of  continuing  down  this  current  path  could 
likely  be  expensive  in  many  ways.  Your  commitment  to  reflecting 
societal  diversity  in  your  hiring  practices  is  the  only  thing  that  will 
make  a  difference.  It  must  be  real,  it  must  be  personal,  and  it  must 
be  deep. 

The  fourth  component  is  to  fulfill  our  purpose  of  making  student- 
athletes  an  integral  part  of  the  student  body  and  developing  them 
into  leaders.  We  have  to  remove  those  regulations  that  impede  the 
student-athletes’  integration  into  campus  life. 

We  must  review  the  playing  and  practice  season  legislation  to 
decrease  the  athletics  time-burden  on  student-athletes  and  increase 
the  time  and  support  to  help  them  reach  their  academic  goals.  We 
have  a  20-hour  rule  that  should  ensure  balance.  But  in  developing 
the  public  affairs  plan,  we  asked  a  focus  group  of  recently  graduated 
student-athletes  about  the  20-hour  rule.  Their  reaction  was  that  it’s 
a  joke.  That  troubles  me. 
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We’ve  compromised  student-athletes’  time  away  from  their  sport 
with  so-called  “volunteer”  athletics  participation.  There  are  even 
some  in  college  athletics  who  would  eliminate  the  20-hour  rule  alto¬ 
gether,  We  cannot  allow  that  to  happen.  In  fact,  we  have  to  review  the 
exceptions  to  that  rule  and  get  the  balance  back  to  where  it  should 
be 

Now,  let’s  go  to  the  mission-critical  issue  of  modeling  good  lead¬ 
ership  behavior. 

We  need  to  address  this  issue  on  two  fronts.  Our  primary  concern 
is  how  we  as  leaders  model  behavior  for  those  who  participate  in  col¬ 
lege  sports.  To  that  end,  I  want  the  Association — in  conjunction  with 
conferences  and  campuses — to  develop  leadership  workshops  for 
coaches  and  administrators. 

Second,  we  need  to  increase  access  for  more  student-athletes  to 
the  NCAA  Foundation  Leadership  Conference  so  that  we  have  more 
participants  taking  the  lessons  learned  back  to  their  campuses. 

The  Executive  Committee’s  fourth  goal  addresses  the  need  for 
sound  fiscal  management  of  the  Associations  resources.  In  terms  of 
mission,  this  goal  is  more  important  than  ever  as  the  cost  continues 
to  rise  for  providing  quality  athletics,  academic  and  citizenship 
opportunities — in  other  words,  the  total  development  of  the  student- 
athlete. 

In  Divisions  I  and  II,  we  are  spending  $829  million  annually  on 
athletic-related  financial  aid  alone.  And  as  a  group,  the  973  colleges 
and  universities  that  are  members  of  this  Association  arc  spending 
$3.4  billion  each  year  on  college  sports.  That  is  a  difficult  burden  for 
schools  to  carry.  It  is  no  wonder  then,  that  fewer  than  80  schools  in 
the  entire  membership  are  operating  their  athletics  programs  in  the 
black. 

Among  our  negotiating  goals  in  the  new  rights  agreement  with 
CBS  was  to  increase  revenue  distributions  to  member  institutions  for 
the  direct  support  of  participation  opportunities.  The  Executive 
Committee  will  begin  considering  a  process  for  allocating  the  dollars 
from  this  new  agreement  at  this  Convention.  Our  timeline  antici¬ 
pates  a  decision  by  October  of  this  year,  which  should  provide  plenty 
of  time— and  opportunities— for  input  and  discussion  by  the  mem¬ 
bership.  I’ll  be  recommending  substantial  increases  in  distribution  to 
our  members  and  in  student-athlete  assistance  programs. 

Our  initial  fiscal  challenge — and  it  will  be  taken  up  by  the 
Executive  Committee  this  week — will  be  to  determine  how  the  $40 
million  in  up-front  money  that  we  have  already  received  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed. 

The  budget  subcommittee  will  recommend  a  plan  to  the 
Executive  Committee  on  Tuesday  for  distribution  of  that  up-front 
payment — a  recommendation  that  I  fully  support.  Thirty  million  dol¬ 
lars  would  he  distributed  to  Division  I  schools  based  on  our  current 
formula,  $3  million,  based  on  legislative  requirements,  would  go  to 
Divisions  II  and  III  as  a  one-time  payment,  and  the  remaining  $7  mil¬ 
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lion  would  go  toward  rebuilding  the  Association’s  reserves. 

m  also  recommend  that  the  distribution  to  our  Division  I  mem¬ 
bers  increase  at  a  minimum  of  23  percent  in  2003— the  first  year  of 
the  new  agreement— with  annual  increases  of  no  less  than  8.5  per¬ 
cent  Divisions  II  and  III  will  also  see  an  increase  of  20  percent  in  the 
first  year  followed  by  approximately  8  percent  each  year  thereafter. 

Another  of  our  negotiating  goals  was  to  increase  the  dollars  ear¬ 
marked  specifically  for  student-athletes.  I  said  at  the  time  of  the 
announcement  and  I  want  to  reiterate  that  today— student-athletes 
must  be  among  the  first  beneficiaries  of  this  new  rights  agreement. 

I  believe  the  student-athlete  assistance  fund  and  the  academic 
enhancement  fund  provide  the  two  best  avenues  to  enhance  student- 
athlete  needs.  The  student-athlete  assistance  fund  is  designed  to 
give  money  directly  to  student-athletes  for  clothing,  educational 
expenses  and  other  special  needs.  Under  the  current  distribution  for¬ 
mula.  those  two  funds  will  distribute  more  than  $250  million,  over  a 
10-year  period,  directly  to  student-athletes.  That  is  a  significant 
amount. 

But,  1 11  recommend  that  the  special  assistance  fund  be  increased 
from  the  $10  million  annually  to  $25  million  in  the  first  year  of  the 
new  agreement,  with  inflationary  increases  of  at  least  8  percent  over 
the  life  of  the  contract. 

Increases  in  this  effort  coupled  with  the  academic  enhancement 
program  already  funded  at  $15  million  annually  will  provide  more 
than  three-quarters  of  a  billion  dollars  over  the  life  of  the  agreement 
to  the  direct  support  of  student-athletes. 

And  J  will  also  propose  greater  access  to  these  funds  and  greater 
flexibility  m  how  they  can  be  spent  so  more  student-athletes  can  ben¬ 
efit  in  more  ways.  This  means  that  while  our  revenue  stream  from 
rights  fees  is  more  than  doubling,  our  direct- dollar  commitment  to 
student-athletes  is  tripling  under  the  new  agreement. 

Over  the  term  of  the  new  contract,  these  recommendations— 
along  with  increases  for  NCAA  championships— will  return  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  $5.2  billion  to  member  schools,  student-athletes  and  champi¬ 
onships.  At  the  same  time,  they  will  decrease  the  percentage  of  sup¬ 
port  to  the  administrative  functions  of  this  Association— a  specific 
goal  of  the  Executive  Committee. 

But  as  significant  as  the  $6  billion  agreement  is,  it  will  not  solve 
all  the  financial  concerns  of  athletics  programs.  And  we  must  con¬ 
tinue  to  fully  explore  opportunities  to  diversify  revenue  sources  of  the 
Association. 

As  you  can  see,  wc  have  an  ambitious  agenda.  But  this  is  the 
right  moment— indeed  a  unique  moment — and  we  have  the  financial 
stability  to  seize  this  opportunity.  The  only  question  may  be  our  com¬ 
mitment. 

So  in  closing,  I  hope  you  will  ask  yourself  this  question  frequent¬ 
ly  in  this  new  year,  this  new  century,  and  this  new  millennium. 

If  wc  aren’t  here  to  take  advantage  of  this  moment — this  new 
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beginning — to  rededicate  ourselves  to  our  mission;  if  we  aren’t  here 
to  model  and  fulfill  the  values  of  education,  athletics,  diversity, 
respect  and  citizenship;  if  we  aren’t  here  to  recommit  ourselves  to 
building  leaders  on  the  team,  in  the  classroom,  in  the  community  and 
in  society — the  total  development  of  the  student-athlete;  and  if  we 
aren’t  here  for  those  things,  then,  for  goodness  sakes,  why  are  we 
here? 

I  believe  that  is  why  we  are  here.  I  also  believe  in  each  of  you, 
and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  ambitious  plan  as  we 
enter  a  second  century  of  commitment  to  our  members,  all  those  who 
follow  college  sports  and — most  importantly — our  student-athletes. 
Thank  you  very  much.  (Applause) 

Mr.  Wethington:  Thank  you,  Ced.  I  think  you  have  done  a  very 
fine  job  in  challenging  this  Association  and  its  member  institutions  to 
do  right  as  we  move  into  this  next  millennium. 

ASSOCIATION-WIDE  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Wethington:  It  is  necessary  to  call  this  assembly  to  order 
for  a  brief  Association  business  session  to  consider  Proposal  No.  1 — 
The  Principle  of  Nondiscrimination— which  can  be  found  on  Page  1  of 
your  Official  Notice  of  this  meeting. 

Please  note  that  voting  delegates  will  need  their  voting  paddles. 
Assisting  me  on  the  dais  is  Alan  Chapman,  parliamentarian,  and 
Bridget  Belgiovini,  the  liaison  to  the  Executive  Committee.  For  those 
of  you  who  have  not  participated  in  one  of  these  sessions  for  some 
time,  I  will  start  by  recognizing  a  delegate  to  make  a  motion  to  adopt 
the  proposal.  Then  we  will  ask  for  a  second.  The  presenter  may  offer 
comments  concerning  the  proposal.  Additional  delegates  who  wish  to 
speak  should  take  a  position  at  the  microphones  and  be  recognized  by 
the  chair.  Each  speaker  should  state  his  or  her  name  and  affiliation 
for  the  record  when  recognized  by  the  chair.  When  there  are  no  fur¬ 
ther  speakers,  the  chair  will  request  the  vote  of  the  delegates  present 
by  a  showing  of  paddles.  Please  note  that  the  bylaws  require  a  sepa¬ 
rate  vote  to  approve  an  immediate  effective  date,  rather  than  an 
August  1,  2000,  date,  through  a  paddle  vote  and  then  proceed  to  vote 
on  the  overall  proposal.  Each  vote  will  require  a  two-thirds  majority 
of  the  delegates  present  and  voting  for  passage.  We  are  now  ready  to 
consider  Proposal  No.  1. 

The  Principle  of  Nondiscrimination 

Thomas  Courtice  (Ohio  Wesleyan  University):  I  hereby  move 
the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded! 

The  adoption  of  this  proposal  would  make  the  nondiscrimination 
language  in  the  NCAA  Constitution  more  specific  by  adding  language 
to  indicate  the  Association  refrains  from  discriminating  on  the  basis 
of  age,  color,  disability,  gender,  national  origin,  race,  religion,  creed  or 
sexual  orientation  with  respect  to  our  policies,  programs  and  activi¬ 
ties. 
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The  proposal  also  specifies  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  each 
member  institution  to  determine  independently  its  own  policies 
regarding  nondiscrimination.  This  proposal  was  recommended  by 
the  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics,  developed  with  assistance  from 
the  NCAA’s  legal  counsel  and  it  is  sponsored  by  the  Executive 
Committee. 

Support  the  Association’s  commitment  to  promote  an  atmosphere 
of  respect  for  and  sensitivity  to  the  dignity  of  every  person.  The 
Executive  Committee  urges  support  and  approval  of  this  proposal. 

Cheryl  L.  Levick  (Stanford  University):  1  rise  to  support 
Proposal  No.  1.  As  chair  of  the  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics  and 
on  behalf  of  the  committee,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Association 
respect  diversity  of  all  its  members.  It  therefore  is  taking  this  lead¬ 
ership  role  by  strengthening  its  nondiscrimination  policies. 

In  short,  this  policy  commits  the  Association  to  be  inclusive  of  all 
its  members,  yet  still  supports  the  ability  for  the  member  institutions 
to  make  their  own  campus  decision.  It  is  the  right  thing  to  do.  I  urge 
your  support  of  this  proposal 

Clint  Bryant  (Augusta  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Management  Council  and  as  a  member  of  the  Executive 
Committee,  I  urge  you  to  vote  for  Proposal  No.  1. 

The  Association  consists  of  over  1,000  diverse  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities.  None  of  its  members  should  be  excluded  from  Association¬ 
wide  programs  and  activities.  This  language  will  support  the 
Association’s  commitment  to  nondiscrimination  and  to  inclusiveness. 
I  urge  your  support  of  this  nondiscrimination  proposal. 

Mr.  Wethington:  Are  there  any  other  speakers9 

We  will  vote  on  Proposal  No.  1  to  put  it  into  effect  immediately; 
otherwise,  it  will  go  into  effect  August  1,  2000.  A  two-thirds  majori¬ 
ty  is  required  for  passage.  The  defeat  of  this  effective  date  would  pre¬ 
clude  the  start  date  to  August  1,  2000. 

[The  immediate  effective  date  of  Proposal  No.  1  (Page  A-2)  was 
adopted  1 

We  will  now  vote  on  Proposal  No.  1.  That  is  the  motion  itself  that 
Tom  introduced.  It  now  has  an  immediate  effective  date  if,  you  decide 
to  pass  it.  A  two-thirds  majority  is  required  for  passage  of  this 
motion. 

\ Proposal  No.  1  (Page  A-2)  was  adopted.) 

Thank  you,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  Please  don’t  forget  that  we 
have  our  honors  dinner  at  7:30  tonight. 

Unless  there  is  a  motion  to  reconsider  Proposal  No.  1,  this  con¬ 
cludes  the  business  of  the  day.  We  are  adjourned. 

I  The  opening  business  session  was  adjourned  at  4.45  p.m.i 
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Sunday  Evening,  January  9,  2000 

WELCOME 

Charles  Wethington  (NCAA  Executive  Committee  Chair/ 
University  of  Kentucky):  Good  evening,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  It  is 
a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  to  our  35th  annual  NCAA  honors  dinner 
Please  stand,  and  I  will  present  to  you  Amy  Huchthausen,  a  member 
of  the  NCAA  Student-Advisory  Committee,  the  Division  III 
Management  Council  and  former  softball  student- athlete  from  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Lacrosse.  After  the  invocation,  please  enjoy 
your  dinner.  Then  we  will  be  back  with  tonight’s  program. 

Miss  Amy  Huchthausen. 

INVOCATION 

Amy  Huchthausen  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee): 
Thank  you.  Let  us  give  thanks  for  bringing  us  together  this  evening 
to  honor  and  celebrate  the  accomplishments  of  these  remarkable 
individuals.  We  ask  that  we  be  blessed  tonight,  as  we  serve  witness 
to  what  can  be  attained  when  we  fully  utilize  the  talents  that  we 
have  so  graciously  been  given. 

We  give  thanks  for  the  level  of  character  that  has  been  bestowed 
upon  tonight’s  honorees.  The  integrity  they  have  displayed  through¬ 
out  their  lives  has  provided  us  with  examples  we  are  proud  to  emu¬ 
late  Please  bless  us  for  all  that  we  arc  about  to  receive  and  all  who 
we  are  here  to  honor. 

Mr.  Wethington:  Please  be  seated. 

Dinner  was  served. 

OPENING  PRESENTATION 

(Audiovisual  Recording):  It’s  the  dawn  of  a  new  century  but 
the  characteristics  that  make  college  sports  unique  remain  intact. 
Tonight,  we  will  recognize  the  accomplishments  of  a  group  of  current 
and  former  student-athletes  who  are  the  paradigms  of  sportsman¬ 
ship— both  on  and  off  the  playing  fields.  They  are  leaders  not  only  in 
sports,  but  also  in  the  classroom  and  the  world  at  large. 

Tonight’s  honorees  include  student-athletes  from  colleges  large 
and  small:  from  the  United  States  and  from  foreign  lands.  They  are 
college  coaches;  military  heroes;  and  some  have  taken  the  athletics 
gifts  they  first  showcased  on  the  collegiate  stage  and  risen  to  the 
highest  levels  of  their  respective  sports.  Welcome  to  the  NCAA  hon¬ 
ors  dinner. 

Mr.  Wethington:  Honored  guests,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  we 
have  a  wonderful  program  this  evening,  so  let’s  get  started  with  our 
celebration.  If  you  have  had  an  opportunity  to  look  over  tonight’s  pro- 
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gram,  you  no  doubt  like  me  are  impressed  with  our  honorees. 

These  individuals  truly  have  made  outstanding  contributions  in 
intercollegiate  athletics — whether  it  was  during  the  last  four  years  or 
25  years  ago. 

Once  you  have  been  introduced  to  them  and  hear  more  about 
their  accomplishments,  you  will  come  to  see  a  very  common  bond  that 
they  all  share.  Not  only  were  they  top-caliber  student-athletes,  but 
they  also  gave— and  continue  to  give— generously  of  their  time  and 
talents  toward  making  their  institutions,  their  communities  and  even 
their  countries  better  places  in  which  to  live,  to  work  and  to  play. 

Our  Top  VIII  honorees  have  excelled  in  team  sports  and  individ¬ 
ual  sports.  Interestingly,  one  of  them  is  an  Olympian,  two  have  led 
their  teams  to  NCAA  national  championships,  one  is  a  two-sport  ath¬ 
lete,  and  four  others  are  outstanding  individuals  from  the  sports  of 
football,  basketball,  baseball  and  field  hockey.  But  above  all,  they 
have  excelled  as  students  and  truly  have  represented  their  institu¬ 
tions  with  grace  and  dignity. 

Our  Silver  Anniversary  winners  and  the  Theodore  Roosevelt 
Award  winner  are  absolutely  amazing.  As  college  student-athletes, 
they  competed  at  the  highest  levels.  As  adults,  they  have  chosen  to 
pursue  professions  that  allow  them  to  make  differences  in  the  lives  of 
young  people  throughout  this  country  and  throughout  the  world.  In 
addition,  they  have  used  their  talents  granted  to  them  to  further  pro¬ 
mote  the  advantage  of  gaining  a  college  education  and  remaining 
physically  fit  and  active. 

Before  we  begin,  I  would  like  to  recognize  two  people  on  the  dais 
this  evening.  First  is  the  chair  of  the  NCAA  Honors  Committee, 
which  is  responsible  for  selecting  tonight's  honorees  and  for  planning 
oui  pi  ogi  am.  The  chair  of  that  committee  and  associate  commission¬ 
er  of  the  Atlantic  10  Conference  is  Robert  Steitz.  Bob,  will  you  please 
stand  and  let  us  express  our  appreciation  to  you?  (Applause) 

Also  on  the  dais  with  us  is  someone  who  plays  a  very  key  role,  not 
only  in  this  Convention  but  in  the  NCAA.  He  has  been  a  remarkable 
leader  in  athletics  for  many  years.  Please  welcome  the  president  of 
the  NCAA,  Cedric  Dempsey.  (Applause) 

INTRODUCTION  OF  MASTER  OF  CEREMONIES 

Tonight’s  master  of  ceremonies  is  one  of  ESPN’s  Sportscenter’s 
coanchors.  Boh  Ley,  a  1976  magna  cum  laude  graduate  of  Seton  Hall 
University,  began  his  broadcasting  career  as  the  production  manager 
at  WOR-AM  in  New  York.  He  joined  ESPN  on  the  network’s  third 
day  of  existence  in  September  1979,  and  is  currently  a  coanchor  of  the 
6  p.m.  woeknight  Sportscenter.  He  also  serves  as  host  of  ESPN’s 
Outside  the  Lines”  scries,  which  focuses  on  sports  issues  beyond  the 
competition  arena.  This  program,  which  in  April  will  become  a  week¬ 
ly  Sunday  morning  show,  has  captured  seven  sports  Emmy  awards 
for  sports  journalism  and  three  CableAce  awards  for  a  sports  infor¬ 
mation  series. 
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In  an  age  when  the  line  between  athletics  and  entertainment  is 
becoming  increasingly  blurred,  Bob  Ley  is  one  of  the  few  remaining 
journalists  in  sports  television.  In  20  years  at  ESPN,  he  has  traveled 
the  world  on  assignment,  much  of  it  for  the  “Outside  the  Lines” 
series.  Ley  also  serves  as  an  anchor  on  Sportscenter,  heading  up  the 
coverage  of  breaking  news.  His  play-by-play  reporting  has  a  global 
tilt,  as  he  was  the  lead  announcer  on  coverage  of  the  1998  World  Cup. 
Perhaps  his  finest  work  has  been  reserved  for  two  televised  “Town 
Meetings”  including  a  discussion  of  race  in  sports  that  featured 
President  Clinton  on  the  panel  of  experts. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  introduce  tonight’s 
emcce,  Bob  Ley.  (Applause) 

TODAY  S  TOP  VIII  AWARDS 

Bob  Ley  (ESPN):  Thank  you,  Charles,  very  much.  Ladies  and 
gentlemen,  it  is  my  great  pleasure  to  be  here  this  evening  to  help  you 
celebrate  the  accomplishments  of  an  incredibly  prestigious  group  of 
student-athletes,  both  past  and  present. 

Tonight’s  program  permits  the  NCAA  to  honor  eight  outstanding 
student-athletes  from  1999  and  six  former  letter-winners  who  have 
distinguished  themselves  in  their  chosen  professions  on  their  silver 
anniversary  as  college  graduates. 

I  take  tonight  great  pleasure  in  introducing  to  you  the  NCAA 
Today’s  Top  VHI  award  winners.  Let’s  begin 

Michael  “Hunter”  Bledsoe,  Vanderbilt  University. 

Michael  excelled  on  both  the  baseball  diamond  and  through  his 
community  relations  efforts.  He  is  a  1999  signee  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Dodgers  and  was  named  the  Southeastern  Conference  player  of  the 
year  in  1999.  In  addition,  he  devoted  time  to  working  with  ill  chil¬ 
dren  and  their  families  and  to  tutoring  elementary  school  children  as 
well. 

They  call  Michael  Bledsoe  “Hunter.”  His  prey?  Southeastern 
Conference  pitchers.  Last  season,  Bledsoe  led  the  SEC  in  two  offen¬ 
sive  categories  and  ranked  m  the  top  five  in  three  more.  He  was  a 
first-team  all-America  selection.  Bledsoe  is  an  all-round  player  who 
can  hit  for  contact  and  power.  Apparently,  he  can  run  for  power  as 
well. 

As  a  senior  at  Vanderbilt  last  season,  Bledsoe  won  the  SEC  bat¬ 
ting  title  with  a  .459  average  and  also  cracked  10  home  runs  in  his 
54  games.  But  Bledsoe’s  career  wasn’t  just  a  walk  around  the  bases. 
As  a  freshman  at  Duke  University,  he  batted  just  .267  before  getting 
cut  from  the  team.  After  one  year  at  a  junior  college,  Bledsoe  moved 
on  to  Vanderbilt  where  he  set  the  school  record  for  career  batting 
average  with  a  .425  mark.  His  grade-point  average  wasn’t  far 
behind,  as  he  graduated  with  a  3.59  in  his  double  major — engineer¬ 
ing  science  and  economics.  His  hard  work  as  a  Commodore  paid  off 
last  spring  when  he  signed  a  professional  contract  with  the  Los 
Angeles  Dodgers. 

He  is  receiving  his  Top  VIII  award  from  Todd  Turner,  director  of 
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athletics,  Vanderbilt  University.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  “Hunter” 
Bledsoe.  (Applause) 

Brian  D.  Moorman,  Pittsburg  State  University. 

Moorman  is  a  standout  athlete  in  not  only  one  but  two  sports — 
football  and  outdoor  track  and  field.  He  is  a  standout  in  the  class¬ 
room  as  well.  He  earned  a  perfect  4.0  grade-point  average  seven 
times  in  his  college  career,  finishing  with  a  3.93  GPA. 

Stop  the  presses.  Brian  Moorman’s  collegiate  days  at  Pittsburg 
State  University  were  filled  with  all  kinds  of  headline-worthy  accom¬ 
plishments  In  the  classroom,  Moorman  was  a  six-time  first-team 
academic  all-American.  He  earned  a  perfect  4.0  grade-point  average 
in  seven  different  semesters  and  finished  with  a  3.93  GPA  overall  in 
history  When  Moorman  wasn’t  using  his  head,  he  was  using  his  legs, 
either  in  football  or  track  and  field.  S 

On  the  gridiron,  Moorman  was  the  Pittsburg  State  punter  for 
our  seasons,  earning  all-American  honors  each  year.  He  ranked  in 
the  top  five  nationally  in  yards-per-punt  during  his  sophomore,  junior 
and  senior  campaigns.  Moorman  also  handled  kickoff  duties  fbr  the 
Gorillas,  constantly  pinning  the  opposition  deep  in  its  own  territory. 
When  his  powerful  right  foot  wasn’t  kicking  footballs,  it  was  clearing 
M",,r™nwas  a  three-time  Division  II  national  champion  in 
the  400-meter  hurdles,  and  he  was  named  the  3999  Division  II  track 
and  field  athlete  of  the  year.  (Applause) 

1,-=,  a  rC<jj  Vlnf  hlS  T°P  Vnl  award  fronl  Russ  Jewett,  the  head 
tiack  and  field  and  cross  country  coach  at  Pittsburg  State  University, 
ladies  and  gentlemen,  Brian  Moorman,  (Applause) 

Stephanie  Nickitas,  University  of  Florida. 

°ne  of  the  most  dominant  tennis  players  in  the  country  for  four 
years  Stephanie  has  excelled  in  both  singles  and  doubles  tennis, 
including  a  career-high  ranking  in  the  International  Tennis 
Association  as  No.  1  in  doubles  and  13th  in  singles. 

Stephanie  Nickitas  was  the  dominant  women’s  collegiate  tennis 
player  of  the  1990s.  During  her  career  at  the  University  of  Florida, 
Nickitas  earned  four  college  grand  slam  titles  and  six  all-America 
honors.  Patience  was  her  virtue.  Like  a  Gator  stalking  its  prey, 
Nickitas  would  lie  in  wait  before  stealthily  sneaking  up  for  the  kill 

NCM  MdioTal’  “  CO"CClate  ind0,,r  •«<!  two 

Over  the  course  of  her  singles  career,  Nickitas  won  128  matches 

against  just  22  losses.  Nickitas  knew  how  to  double  her  pleasure  as 

she  was  even  more  impressive  as  a  team  player.  Nickitas  and  part¬ 
ner,  Dawn  Buth,  became  the  first  doubles  team  in  history  to  repeat  as 
champions,  winning  in  1996  and  again  in  '97.  Nickitas 
attacked  the  books  as  aggressively  as  she  did  the  net,  twice  earning 

academic  all-America  honors,  finishing  with  a  3.7  GPA  in  business 
administration  (Applause)  ousiness 

®h?uf  IeCeiJving  her  Top  VI11  award  l'™m  Jamie  McCloskey,  asso¬ 
ciate  athletics  director,  University  of  Florida.  Ladies  and  gentlemen. 
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Stephanie  Nickitas.  (Applause) 

Sally  Northcroft,  Boll  State  University, 

Sally  is  a  powerful  force  on  the  playing  field,  in  the  classroom  and 
in  her  community  service  efforts.  She  broke  numerous  records  in  field 
hockey,  including  setting  the  Division  I  field  hockey  single-season 
scoring  record  with  52  goals  this  past  season.  Recently,  she  received 
the  Honda  award  for  the  sport  of  field  hockey,  and  she  was  a  three¬ 
time  national  academic  team  member  with  a  3.57  GPA  in  physical 
education. 

Sally  Northcroft  has  come  out  of  Africa  and  into  the  field  hockey 
record  books.  A  native  of  Zimbabwe,  Northcroft  dreamed  of  playing 
in  the  states  since  age  14.  Four  years  ago,  only  one  school  in  the 
country  offered  her  a  scholarship,  but  now  every  college  in  the  coun¬ 
try  wishes  they  had.  During  her  career  at  Ball  State  University, 
Northcroft  became  one  of  the  most  potent  offensive  weapons  in 
women’s  field  hockey  history.  Northcroft  was  a  two-time  all- 
American  and  was  twice  named  the  Mid- American  Conference  play¬ 
er  of  the  year  She  scored  hat  tricks  20  different  times,  and  once 
scored  seven  goals  in  a  single  game. 

Northcroft  was  a  clutch  performer,  scoring  nine  game-wmning 
goals  last  season  alone.  Northcroft  capped  her  remarkable  career  by 
breaking  the  single-season  NCAA  goal-scoring  record  against  rival 
Louisville,  eclipsing  an  eight-year-old  mark.  She  finished  the  season 
with  52,  and  will  graduate  this  spring  with  a  degree  in  physical  edu¬ 
cation.  (Applause) 

She  will  receive  her  Top  VIII  award  from  Andrea  Seger,  athletics 
director,  Ball  State  University.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  Sally 
Northcroft  (Applause) 

Chad  Pennington,  Marshall  University. 

Chad  won  many  awards  during  his  outstanding  college  football 
career,  including  being  chosen  as  one  of  the  nation’s  top  senior  foot¬ 
ball  players  privileged  to  play  in  the  Hula  Bowl.  This  Rhodes  schol¬ 
ar  nominee  with  a  3.8  GPA  in  broadcast  journalism  also  excels  in  the 
public  speaking  arena.  He  gives  talks  at  numerous  hospitals,  schools 
and  youth  sports  organizations. 

Coming  out  of  high  school,  Chad  Pennington  was  deemed  too 
small  and  too  weak  to  play  major  college  football.  When  Marshall, 
then  a  Division  I-AA  school,  gave  him  his  only  scholarship  offer, 
Pennington  jumped  at  the  opportunity.  He  made  an  immediate 
impact,  leading  the  Thundering  Herd  to  the  I-AA  national  title  game. 

One  year  later,  Pennington  red-shirted  when  a  transfer  quarter¬ 
back  became  the  starter.  Pennington  upped  his  efforts  in  the  weight 
room,  and  the  man  who  emerged  from  that  season  on  the  sidelines 
became  perhaps  the  finest  quarterback  in  college  football  the  last 
three  years. 

As  a  red-shirt  sophomore  in  1997,  Pennington  threw  39  touch¬ 
down  passes.  One  year  later,  Pennington  was  an  honorable  mention 
all-Amcrican  at  the  Division  I  level.  This  past  season,  he  ranked  sec- 
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ond  in  the  nation  in  passing  efficiency  and  was  a  finalist  for  the 
Heismnn  Trophy. 

It  should  come  as  no  surprise  that  Pennington  is  the  son  of  two 
teachers,  for  he  devotes  much  of  his  time  to  mentoring  youngsters. 
Pennington  practices  what  he  preaches,  graduating  with  a  3.8  GPA  in 
broadcast  journalism. 

Receiving  his  Top  VIII  award  from  Lance  West,  athletics  director, 
Marshall  University,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  Chad  Pennington. 
(Applause) 

Michael  Ruffin,  University  of  Tulsa, 

Michael  was  exceptional  in  a  variety  of  ways  during  his  college 
career.  In  basketball,  he  led  his  university  to  three  NCAA  tourna¬ 
ment  bids.  In  academics,  he  earned  a  3.72  GPA  in  chemical  engi¬ 
neering.  And  as  a  volunteer  in  his  community,  he  tutored  both  fellow 
college  and  high-school  students  and  worked  with  mentally  and  phys¬ 
ically  challenged  individuals.  (Applause) 

Michael  Ruffin  is  an  avid  collector  of  exotic  animals.  And  like  his 
furry  friends,  Ruffin  is  known  to  run  wild  at  times.  During  his  four- 
year  career  at  Tulsa  University,  Ruffin  led  the  Golden  Hurricane  to  a 
combined  88  and  40  record.  Much  more  than  just  a  dunking  machine, 
Ruffin  was  a  polished  inside  player.  He  became  the  first  player  in 
school  history  to  reach  the  1,000  mark  in  both  points  and  rebounds. 

He  was  a  two-time  all-Western  Athletic  Conference  selection  and 
last  season  he  finished  in  the  top  20  nationally  in  both  rebounding 
and  blocked  shots.  Ruffin  steered  the  Hurricane  to  first-round  victo¬ 
ries  in  both  the  1997  and  1999  NCAA  tournaments.  When  Ruffin’s 
career  ended  and  his  jersey  was  sent  to  the  rafters,  he  was  Tulsa’s  all- 
time  leader  in  rebounding.  And  he  hit  the  books  as  hard  as  he  hit  the 
boards.  He  graduated  last  year  with  a  3.72  grade-point  average  in 
chemical  engineering.  (Applause) 

Receiving  his  Top  VIII  award  from  Judy  MacLeod,  athletics  direc¬ 
tor,  University  of  Tulsa,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  Michael  Ruffin. 
(Applause) 

Kelly  Schade,  Simpson  College . 

A  three-time  most  valuable  player  in  the  Iowa  Conference,  Kelly 
ruled  the  softball  diamond.  In  one  year,  she  pitched  more  than  64  con¬ 
secutive  scoreless  innings,  the  third  longest  such  streak  in  Division 
III  histoi'y,  and  she  also  became  the  fourth  pitcher  in  Division  III  his¬ 
tory  to  reach  700  career  strikeouts.  She  was  outstanding  in  the  class¬ 
room  as  well,  earning  a  3.94  GPA  in  economics.  (Applause) 

Spell  Kelly  Schade’s  first  name  with  1,121  “Ks”.  That’s  how  many 
strikeouts  Schade  amassed  during  her  career  at  Simpson  College.  A 
three- time  all-American,  Schade  once  went  64  consecutive  innings 
without  allowing  an  earned  run.  She  set  six  different  Division  III 
records,  establishing  new  single-season  and  career  marks  in  strike¬ 
outs,  shutouts  and  wins.  And  Schade  did  much  more  than  just  gar¬ 
ner  individual  attention.  She  led  the  Storm  to  two  NCAA  champi¬ 
onships. 
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Once  Kelly  got  warmed  up,  hitters  had  a  hard  time  finding 
“shade”  to  escape  from  her  heat.  Schade  once  struck  out  18  batters 
m  a  single  game,  and  during  her  sophomore  season,  she  posted  a 
minuscule  0.37  earned  run  average.  If  hitters  simply  made  contact, 
they  judged  it  an  overwhelming  success.  For  that  was  the  most  they 
could  hope  for.  Schade  was  a  champion  on  and  off  the  field,  posting  a 
3.94  grade-point  average  in  economics.  (Applause) 

Receiving  her  Top  VIII  award  from  Bruce  Sloan,  faculty  athletics 
representative  of  Simpson  College,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  Kelly 
Schade.  (Applause) 

Debbie  Ferguson,  University  of  Georgia. 

Our  only  Olympic  athlete  of  the  evening,  Debbie  was  a  silver 
medalist  in  the  1996  Olympics  in  the  400-meter  relay.  The 
University  of  Georgia  presidential  scholar  also  won  awards  for  her 
community  service  and  leadership,  volunteering  for  such  worthy  pro¬ 
grams  as  a  homeless  shelter  and  an  adopt-a-highway  effort. 

Debbie  Ferguson  says  she  is  still  perfecting  her  running  style. 
One  can  only  imagine  what  will  happen  when  she  does  perfect  it,  for 
Ferguson  already  ranks  among  the  fastest  women  on  the  planet. 

A  native  of  the  Bahamas,  Ferguson  helped  sprint  her  country  to 
a  silver  medal  in  the  4-by-100  meter  relay  at  the  1996  Atlanta 
Olympics.  After  missing  the  entire  1997  season  with  an  injury, 
Ferguson  returned  to  competition  in  1998,  racing  for  the  University 
of  Georgia. 

The  injury  didn’t  slow  her  down,  as  she  went  on  to  dominate  col¬ 
legiate  sprints  for  two  years.  A  19-time  all-American,  Ferguson 
earned  four  NCAA  titles  for  the  Bulldogs,  including  the  1998  100- 
meter  and  the  200-meter  outdoor  championships.  She  then  took  her 
show  indoors,  winning  the  60 -meter  and  200- me  ter  NCAA  crowns. 

For  her  efforts,  Ferguson  was  honored  with  the  1999  Jackie 
Joyner-Kerscc  award  as  the  nation’s  top  female  collegiate  track  and 
field  performer. 

Receiving  her  Top  VIII  award  from  Dr.  Michael  Adams,  the  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  University  of  Georgia,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  Debbie 
Ferguson.  (Applause) 

Debbie  will  now  speak  on  behalf  of  all  the  current  student-ath¬ 
letes.  Debbie. 

RESPONSE — TOP  VIII  AWARDS 

Debbie  Ferguson  (University  of  Georgia):  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ley. 

Honored  guests,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  other  distinguished 
guests,  a  pleasant  goodnight.  First  and  foremost,  I  would  like  to 
thank  the  Lord  for  giving  us  the  strength  to  be  here.  It  is  readily 
apparent  how  proud  each  and  every  one  is  of  their  school — even  if 
they  weren’t  part  of  the  selected  few,  privileged  to  attend  the 
University  of  Georgia. 

Our  sincere  thanks  to  the  NCAA  Executive  Committee,  the 
NCAA  Honors  Committee,  the  universities  and  colleges,  especially 
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President  Michael  Adams,  Coach  Vince  Dooley,  the  athletics  director, 
and  former  track  head  coach,  John  Mitchell,  the  professors  and  coun¬ 
selors,  all  the  supportive  staff,  and  last  but  not  least,  our  incredible 
supportive  families. 

You  have  brought  us  here  to  honor  us  because  of  our  academics 
and  athletics  achievements,  character  and  leadership.  But  I  think  it 
is  only  fitting  to  give  tribute  to  the  NCAA  and  our  learning  institu¬ 
tions,  which  have  given  us  the  tools  and  opportunities  to  be  who  and 
what  we  are  tonight. 

In  addition,  each  and  every  honoree  has  made  the  constant  sac¬ 
rifice  and  taken  time  to  achieve  and  accomplish  the  success  that  we 
now  enjoy.  At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  all  the  honorees 
for  a  job  well  done.  (Applause) 

I  am  challenging  each  and  every  one  of  us  to  continue  to  strive 
always  for  excellence,  realizing  this  top  award  for  academics,  athlet¬ 
ics  and  leadership  hits  at  the  heart  of  ethics  and  how  it  can  be  main¬ 
tained  in  the  sport  arena.  Continue  to  give  generously  of  our  time 
and  effort  to  influence  other  lives  in  your  community  As  the  law  of 
reciprocation  states,  the  more  you  help  others,  the  more  your  life  is 
enhanced. 

On  behalf  of  the  Top  Vllf  award  winners,  thank  you  all  for  giving 
us  the  greatest  life  that  anybody  can  possibly  have.  Thank  you  so 
much.  (Applause) 

SILVER  ANNIVERSARY  AWARDS 

Mr.  Ley:  Thank  you  very  much,  Debbie.  That  was  marvelous. 
Now,  as  we  continue  with  our  program,  it  is  time  to  honor  this  years 
Silver  Anniversary  award  winners. 

Dianne  Baker,  Texas  Woman’s  University. 

Dianne  was  a  five-sport  letter-winner  in  softball,  tennis,  bad¬ 
minton,  field  hockey  and  soccer.  My  goodness. 

Since  her  graduation,  she  has  not  slowed  down  one  single  bit. 
She  has  become  one  of  the  most  successful  coaches  in  NCAA  softball 
history  and  has  volunteered  her  time  to  numerous  causes. 

During  her  career  at  Texas  Woman’s  University,  Dianne  Baker 
earned  enough  letters  to  dominate  a  game  of  scrabble:  14  of  them  in 
five  different  sports.  Her  favorite  game,  however,  was  softball. 

After  leading  the  Pioneers  to  the  1975  College  World  Series, 
Baker  stepped  outside  the  lines,  and  today  she  continues  to  be  one  of 
the  most  successful  coaches  in  NCAA  history.  She  spent  14  seasons 
at  Stephen  F.  Austin  State  University,  leading  the  LadyJacks  to  the 
Division  II  title  in  1985.  It  remains  the  school’s  only  national  cham¬ 
pionship. 

Baker  is  now  hack  at  her  alma  mater,  and  she  is  closing  in  on  600 
victories.  And  forget  about  the  Baker’s  dozen.  She  has  coached  19 
all-Americans  during  her  career.  She  coaches  the  game  straight  from 
a  textbook.  In  fact,  she  has  written  three  of  those  and  produced  16 
instructional  videos.  And  Baker  doesn’t  keep  all  the  goodies  to  her¬ 
self.  She  donated  the  profits  from  one  of  those  videos  to  the  Make-A- 
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Wish  Foundation.  (Applause) 

Receiving  her  Silver  Anniversary  award  from  Dr.  Ann  Stuart, 
president  of  Texas  Woman’s  University,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  Dianne 
Baker.  (Applause) 

Ulysses  “Junior”  Bridgeman,  University  of  Louisville. 

“Junior”  has  known  great  success  throughout  his  life.  A  basket¬ 
ball  standout  at  the  University  of  Louisville,  he  led  the  team  to  the 
NCAA  Final  Four  back  in  1975,  went  on  to  a  successful  12-year  career 
m  the  NBA,  and  now  owns  several  Wendy’s  Restaurants  in  three  sep¬ 
arate  states. 

Ulysses  Bridgeman  is  better  known  as  “Junior,”  and  it  seems  a 
fitting  sobriquet,  for  on  the  basketball  floor,  Bridgeman  was  like  the 
annoying  little  brother  who  just  wouldn’t  leave  you  alone.  His  air¬ 
tight  defense  and  subtle  all-round  game  helped  spark  a  basketball 
renaissance  at  Louisville  in  the  1970s. 

In  his  senior  year,  Bridgeman,  an  all-American,  led  his  team  to 
the  Final  Four.  There,  the  Cardinals  lost  to  UCLA  in  a  game  leg¬ 
endary  Bruins  coach  John  Wooden  said  was  one  of  the  finest  college 
games  ever  played.  From  there  it  was  on  to  the  NBA,  where 
Bridgeman  enjoyed  a  distinguished  12-year  career  Ten  of  his  sea¬ 
sons  were  spent  in  Milwaukee,  where  he  gave  the  Bucks  an  offensive 
spark  off  the  bench. 

Bridgeman  was  considered  the  NBA’s  top  sixth  man  during  his 
career,  leading  all  NBA  reserves  in  scoring  for  three  straight  seasons. 
When  he  retired  in  1987  with  a  career  average  of  nearly  14  points  a 
game,  he  ranked  among  the  Bucks  all-time  leaders  in  11  different 
statistical  categories.  He  has  since  returned  to  Louisville  where  he  is 
active  in  the  community.  (Applause) 

Receiving  his  Silver  Anniversary  award  from  Tom  Jurich,  the 
director  of  athletics,  University  of  Louisville,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
Ulysses  “Junior”  Bridgeman.  (Applause) 

Lisa  Rosenblum,  Yale  University . 

Lisa  had  an  impressive  four-year  record  of  43  wins  and  two  loss¬ 
es  during  her  tennis  career  at  Yale,  where  she  lost  only  once  in  tour¬ 
nament  competition.  She  has  carried  her  winning  habits  into  her 
professional  life  as  well.  Now  she  is  a  senior  vice-president  at 
Cablevision  Systems  Corporation. 

During  the  1970s,  New  England  tennis  courts  were  ruled  by  a 
benevolent  queen,  Lisa  Rosenblum.  For  four  consecutive  years, 
Rosenblum  was  the  top-ranked  singles  player  for  Yale  University. 
She  was  quite  a  bulldog  at  the  net,  winning  three  Ivy  League  titles 
and  four  New  England  College  championships.  Over  the  course  of 
her  career,  she  compiled  a  remarkable  43-2  record  in  singles  action. 

Since  her  playing  career  ended,  Rosenblum  has  turned  from  net 
“games”  to  net  “gains.”  An  accomplished  executive,  Rosenblum  is  now 
the  senior  vice-president  for  the  Cablevision  Corporation,  where  she 
oversees  the  synergy  between  Cablevision’s  diverse  media  systems. 
And  she  also  serves  as  a  state  department  advisor  in  the  tclecommu- 
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locations  development  of  several  Eastern  European  countries. 
("Applause) 

Receiving  her  Silver  Anniversary  award  from  Barbara  C hosier, 
the  associate  director  of  athletics,  Yale  University,  ladies  and  gentle¬ 
men,  Lisa  Rosenblum.  (Applause) 

Captain  John  Dickson  Stufflebeem,  U.S.  Naval  Academy. 

Captain  Stufflebeem  will  advance  to  the  rank  of  Rear  Admiral 
this  summer  after  being  nominated  for  the  position  by  President 
Clinton.  He  has  known  great  success  throughout  his  collegiate  and 
professional  careers.  As  a  football  player  at  the  US.  Naval  Academy, 
Captain  Stufflebeem  set  records  that  continue  to  rank  among  the 
best  in  that  institution’s  history. 

Twenty-five  years  ago,  Navy’s  special-team  weapon  was  John 
Stufflebeem.  Stufflebeem  was  well  practiced  in  the  art  of  deception, 
here  executing  an  aerial  bombardment  against  Notre  Dame.  He  was 
named  the  New  York  Times’  player  of  the  week  after  Navy’s  1974 
near  upset  of  the  Irish. 

Stufflebeem  could  bring  out  the  big  guns  when  needed,  as  his 
caieer  average  of  nearly  40  yards  per  punt  still  ranks  fourth  best  in 
school  history.  After  graduation,  Stufflebeem  went  from  booting 
punts  into  the  sky  to  dropping  bombs  out  of  it. 

A  product  of  the  prestigious  Top  Gun  Flight  School,  he  has  made 
over  1,000  carrier  landings  as  a  Navy  pilot.  He  served  as  a  military 
aide  to  President  Bush  in  1989  and  1990.  And  after  first  learning  how 
to  pin  the  opposition  deep  in  its  own  territory  during  his  football 
career,  Stufflebeem  has  employed  those  same  skills  in  combat  mis¬ 
sions  over  Iraq  and  Bosnia.  Stufflebeem’s  distinguished  service  to  the 
country  has  been  rewarded  with  a  promotion  to  Rear  Admiral  from 
President  Clinton,  effective  in  the  summer  of  2000.  (Applause) 

Receiving  his  Silver  Anniversary  award  from  Vice-Admiral  John 
Ryan,  superintendent  of  the  US.  Naval  Academy,  ladies  and  gentle¬ 
men,  Captain  John  Dickson  Stufflebeem.  (Applause) 

John  F.  Trembley,  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville . 

John  was  a  champion  throughout  his  collegiate  swimming  career. 
He  was  a  20-time  all-American  and  became  the  first  swimmer  to  win 
five  NCAA  events  in  a  single  year.  Since  his  college  days,  John  has 
helped  others  reach  the  same  kind  of  lofty  achievements  that  he  has 
reached.  For  instance,  in  the  11  years  he  has  been  the  University  of 
Tennessee  swimming  coach,  he  has  coached  student-athletes  who 
have  won  191  all-American  honors,  they  have  set  72  school  records 
and  they  have  set  three  American  records. 

If  it  does  indeed  take  different  strokes  to  rule  the  world,  then  in 
1973  John  Trembley  was  king  of  all  the  land.  Trembley  was  ahead  of 
the  times  when  he  went  with  the  bald  look  for  aerodynamics,  and  at 
the  73  NCAA  championships  he  was  way  ahead  of  his  competitors. 

A  Tennessee  Volunteer,  he  became  the  first  swimmer  to  win  five 
titles  in  a  single  year.  He  earned  an  individual  triple  crown,  winning 
the  500-meter  freestyle,  the  100  butterfly  and  the  100  free.  He  also 
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propelled  the  Vols  to  relay  victories  in  the  400  free  and  the  400  med¬ 
ley  events.  Not  surprisingly,  he  was  named  the  swimmer  of  the  year 
in  1973.  Perhaps  his  most  impressive  feat  is  that  he  has  more  hair 
today  than  he  did  in  his  20s.  And  underneath  that  hair  is  a  coaching 
mmd  that  has  guided  Tennessee  to  an  82-8  record  during  his  11-year 
reign  as  the  Vols’  coach.  (Applause) 

Receiving  his  Silver  Anniversary  award  from  Doug  Dickey,  the 
director  of  athletics  at  the  University  of  Tennessee,  ladies  and  gen¬ 
tlemen,  John  Trembley.  (Applause) 

Patrick  C.  Haden,  University  of  Southern  California . 

While  he  may  now  be  best  known  as  a  television  sports  commen¬ 
tator,  Pat  Haden  had  an  outstanding  collegiate  and  professional  foot¬ 
ball  career.  He  quarterbacked  the  University  of  Southern  California 
team  to  two  national  championships,  and  subsequently  played  for  the 
then  Los  Angeles  Rams  for  five  years.  Currently,  he  is  a  broadcaster 
with  NBC. 

He  was  not  the  biggest  or  strongest  quarterback  in  college  foot¬ 
ball,  but  for  three  years  in  the  1970s  Pat  Haden  was  simply  the  best 
quarterback.  Haden  entered  the  University  of  Southern  California 
after  a  storied  career  at  Bishop  Amat  High  School,  and  he  guided  the 
Trojans  to  two  national  championships  in  his  three  seasons  at  the 
controls. 

Haden  led  the  Trojans  to  the  second  title  in  his  final  game,  the 
1975  Rose  Bowl.  On  his  last  collegiate  pass,  Haden  completed  the 
two-point  conversion  to  give  USC  an  18-17  win  over  Ohio  State. 

Haden  then  went  on  to  a  six-year  professional  career,  playing  for 
his  hometown  Rams  and  earning  NFC  player-of-the-year  honors  in 
1978. 

When  he  wasn’t  studying  play  books  to  refine  his  game,  he  was 
studying  the  classics  to  refine  his  education.  This  Phi  Beta  Kappa 
and  Rhodes  scholar  earned  a  degree  from  Oxford  University  while  his 
NFL  career  was  in  full  swing.  Haden  put  his  knowledge  to  good  use, 
serving  as  a  television  analyst  for  the  past  17  years. 

He  now  calls  games  for  NBC,  and  prior  to  that  he  worked  for 
Turner  and  CBS.  When  he  is  not  in  the  booth,  he  works  as  a  partner 
in  an  L.A.  venture  capital  firm.  (Applause) 

Receiving  his  Silver  Anniversary  award  from  Mike  Garrett,  the 
athletics  director  of  the  University  of  Southern  California,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  Pat  Haden.  (Applause) 

And  now  Pat  Haden  will  speak  on  behalf  of  the  Silver 
Anniversary  winners.  Pat,  I  congratulate  you. 

RESPONSE — SILVER  ANNIVERSARY  AWARDS 

Pat  Haden:  Thank  you,  Bob,  very,  very  much.  All  the  Silver 
Anniversary  award  winners  would  like  to  actually  thank  Cecil  B. 
DeMille  for  the  video  that  you  just  saw.  Actually,  in  honor  of  this 
Silver  Anniversary  event,  I  have  put  on  25  pounds  since  that  last 
game,  as  you  can  see.  My  son,  Taylor,  that  is  what  I  looked  like  with 
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hair  just  so  you  will  know. 

to  first  congratulate  o  u  r  Top  Vm  vvi  n  ners'forihh1  Wa  winners’ 1  want 
importantly,  their  balanced  collegiate  careers  l?”ccessful> but  m°re 
people,  whom  you  have  iust  heqr^  CfmS.  Th  y  are  remarkable 
continue  Jke  a  dSncT^  .t  S'''''  a"d  h»Pa  “  will 
leges  and  schools.  respective  communities,  col- 

Roger  Staubach^who^later  will°biareCthlS  mPment  to  cor>gratulate 
Theodore  RooseU  award  had  the  S  "S  the  Winner  °f  the 
bc7ng  the  other  quarterback  wh™  ft.  ™,sfortuine  several  times  of 
Roger  had  the  most  overactive  comn^/if  Ra/t?S  p,ayed  the  Cowboys, 
ever  known.  There  was  never  a  safe  eaT  °f anybody  I  have 

terback.  When  he  played  football  it  w  *W  °n  ^°^er  was  the  quar- 
more  like  a  recital  He  wasn’t  iust  a  m  t^i -V  not  a  £ame>  it  was 
was  a  man  of  v]rtue  from  our  class  Rnf  1  P  ayer’  RoSer  Staubach 
.  T»  Berry,  whom Z ml? 

honoree-your  love  for  your  brother  and  ™  “ent-our  valor 
save  his  life,  and  in  so  doing  sacrifice  a  v^  ^  ofakidney  to 
of  football,  that  is  a  remarkable  story.  Iy  prorn,sin&  senior  season 

speaker  for  ourSiber  Annfverslryaward8^  t0  ^  the  accePtance 
moment  with  Junior  Bridgeman ny  a™ d,w'n "ers  and  to  share  this 

TOP  Wrc" '«  It  woe  the 

it  is  the  same  one  I  am  LZJ ?  anceapeecb-  By  the  way, 
acceptance  speech  on  behalf  of  the  fiv^>  of  Laaebter^  1  dld  give  the 
1982  when  we  took  our  blinder  ’ a"  m«n-  U  wa*  not  until 

ents  and  contributions  of  female  sfnHp  l  0C^!1Ize(^  the  incredible  tal- 
top  scholar  athletes.  (Applause)  ^  dent‘athletes  >n  recognizing  the 

thank  people  like^L^ne  andVlso"  fV'Sl°n  *  feiVaie  student  athlete,  I 
of  women  who  have  followed  them  I°n  a  ,f  lC  w,ay  for  generations 
Silver  Anniversary  class,  to  the  NCAA  for  ect,ve('hank  y°u  Rom  our 
,  Now,  you  have  to  admit  this  2sfh  an" .reco^ng  US’ 
doggone  good  and  well  preserved  A  lot .  '^erSary  c,a®s  Iooks  pretty 
ver  anniversary  period  A  lot  hi  v.  °l  bas  transpired  over  this  sil- 
just  want  to  give  yo™  few  of  hi  ,h  PP,enld  7  the  P“st  25  .VOars.  I 
over  these  25  yearn  10  thmk  ab°ut  that  happened 

tt'oSo'ra'ttSm  I"!1”*?  m0T  Soviet 

Mandela,  a  mass  market  for  personal  S  Z  the  freein?  «f  Nelson 
outstanding  shrinking  of  the  world  iu  Was  r°unded  and  an 

a  company  called  Microsoft  „as  fo.mded^X^S  ye^The 
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ZZTvZZSX? Cup  a"d  b“a™  p-**. 

S  mi,Ch  8P<,rl5  in  lhiS  cooa^how’sports  can  tm  ZZZ° 

Now,  while  much  has  changed  over  the  last  9A  t 
us  m  this  room,  there  remains  <=nm»  a  a  1  ,  years  {or  most  of 
can’t  change,  e-commerce  can’t  trade  Ihri!™13  trut,hs  technology 

truths  as  love  is  the  best  of  emotions  Charon^™  T>  alter-such 
outside  of  sports  As  I  nm  r  •  i  J  Character  counts  m  sports  and 

broadcast  partner  ?or  man  Z  ?  b’V  D;?  Enb?»-  my  «end  and 
the  two  most  powerful  words  m  th  ^  W0/ds  “thank  you”  are 

Perhaps  white  not  a Rmdame^W 'Th8®  yet  S°  rarely  used 
of  fact  and  quite  apropos  I  (S  f  ?'  h  *u  ™  accurate  statement 
room  in  the  “ollegfate scchl  lortl  Z  Ce.?mon!es-  there  is 

letics  and  academics  That  mabc  *  i^r11  °^e^ce^ence  in  both  ath- 

this  Silver  SeSj  ell  hM  'n  rUr 

than  celebrity.  3  has  and  ,s  mucb  more  important 

and  present  student-athletes'3  Whife^16  accomPllsbments  of  the  past 
tions,  I  believe  both  the  Ton  Vm  J  f  C°me  fr°m  different  genera- 
Anniversary  a,“  “  T"  »f  the  Silver 

between  rigorous  academic  work  and  fierce  comoetifif ‘  “h<i  Kbalan“ 

Jn  spite  of  the  cynics  of  snort  -,n  cacomPetttlon  can  bring, 
ics  know  there  are  way  too  nfanv  out  th  °f  US  TH°  dca'  W'th  ath,et’ 
seem  to  revel  in  the  I i ves  of  soZ.  ^  a"d  ,n  sPite  of  wbat  we 
some  of  the  jerks  in  sports— ves  wl lyWard  atbletes,  and  in  spite  of 
has  a  unique  place  in  American  cuk  i^H0"16  Jcrks-athletics  still 
Our  Top  VIII  award^  w!n^„  are  rema,;kable  Possibilities, 

rating  possibilities.  1  m  y  exampRs  of  these  exhila- 

he  thanked’ fm*  nit  ZTyltiZi  if.. ^  ^ 

thanks  for  cultivating  nn  nrf’r-  ^  udent-athletes  like  these,  but 
intellectually  stretch  thernschys  whncraVj  t1h7,^Ud';nt'athlGf<:K  can 
run  faster,  jump  higher,  dive  better  and  si  on  “  l'mC  aUpmpt  ta 

the  colcS SS£ c",mJcUftiriaSmh.bUt  a"  ™ 

different,  but  when  on  a  team  finds  «o  '  '"u  l°  people  vvho  seem  so 
the  common  denominator  S  for  ns  t  "T"™  ground-  11 
her  this  week  by  Dianne  Baker  on,^ht  as  I  was  reminded  ear- 

'■»  athletics  potential  to  do 

asset  wc  call  sports  Athlf»tir  in]Proving  this  wonderful 

gyms,  to  tracks, ^o  courts  at  if fr°m  fie,da  to  Pools,  to 
its  participant  with  a  sense  of  accomnl  ' tl*  ^  VCry  °ften  1S’  can  imbue 
From  competition  crr™  P  Shment  rarely  rea,ized- 
come  a  development  of  one’s  sensed  wort^V^"1  Cl°mpetition  can 
thing  larger  and  more  important  than  SS 
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lence  that  is  uplifting.  It  is  about  sacrifice  and  dedication  and  hard 
work  and  sticking  to  it.  Most  importantly,  it  should  be  about  enjoy¬ 
ment.  Without  that,  it  is  no  longer  a  sport. 

But  sometimes,  because  of  our  increasing  emphasis  on  records 
and  individual  accomplishment,  we  forget  the  joy  and  the  frustration 
from  sports  that  should  come  from  the  performance,  not  just  the 
score.  We  have  seen  that  winning  the  national  championship  or 
being  number  one  is  the  only  pleasure  of  success  when  most  of  us 
realize  that  is  not  the  case  at  all. 

I  am  reminded  of  this  fact  by  Joe  Paterno,  who  in  1986  won  his 
very  first  national  championship.  Joe  was  asked  if  that  was  his  best 
team.  Joe  Paterno’s  response  was,  “I  don’t  know  if  it  is  my  best  team. 
My  best  team  will  be  the  team  that  produces  the  most  productive  cit¬ 
izens  r 

Sports  can  help  do  that.  Clearly,  it  is  not  the  only  way  of  produc¬ 
ing  productive  citizens.  Because  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  young 
men  and  women  participating  in  athletic  competition  each  year — 
properly  channeled  and  kept  in  its  proper  perspective — healthy  com¬ 
petition  can  help  teach  us  how  to  enjoy  the  spirit  of  cooperation,  how 
to  demand  much  of  ourselves,  how  to  sacrifice  individual  desires  for 
a  larger  team  goal.  It  can  help  teach  us  graceful  compassion  without 
getting  strung  out  on  winning.  These  are  the  lessons  that  sports  can 
teach  especially  well,  and  when  these  lessons  are  being  nurtured  by 
us,  sport  is  at  its  very  best.  This  class  of  Silver  Anniversary  award 
winners  fully  recognizes  without  significant  sacrifices  and  nurturing 
by  others,  we  would  not  stand  here  today.  So  we  proudly  say  “thank 
you.” 

Thank  you  first  and  foremost  to  our  parents  who  taught  us  to 
meet  the  challenges  and  responsibilities  of  life,  and  to  our  spouses 
and  children  who  have  made  whatever  successes  we  have  had  more 
fun  to  enjoy,  and  to  our  teachers,  coaches  and  athletic  administrators 
of  our  respective  universities  for  providing  an  environment  for  us  to 
search  for  and  achieve  balance  in  our  lives — where  efforts  and  accom¬ 
plishments  on  both  sides  of  the  hyphen  in  the  term  “student-athlete” 
were  acknowledged  and  appreciated.  Thank  you  very  much. 
(Applause) 

NCAA  AWARD  OF  VALOR 

Mr.  Ley:  Pat,  it  is  our  turn  to  say  thank  you  for  those  cogent 
observations.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Our  next  presentation  is  the  NCAA  Award  of  Valor.  This  honor 
may  be  presented  to  a  coach  or  administrator,  or  to  a  current  or  for¬ 
mer  varsity  letter-winner  at  an  NCAA  institution  who,  when  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  situation  involving  personal  danger,  averted  or  mini¬ 
mized  potential  danger  by  courageous  action  or  noteworthy  bravery. 

This  is  important.  The  NCAA  Award  of  Valor  has  only  been  pre¬ 
sented  seven  previous  times  in  the  previous  25  years.  The  last  time, 
you  might  remember  back  in  1998,  to  honor  Shannon  Smith,  a  very 
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special  football  player  from  the  University  of  Hawaii  who  gave  his  life 
while  saving  a  child  from  drowning. 

The  nomination  form  for  the  Award  of  Valor  defines  valor  as  the 
strength  of  mind  or  spirit  that  enables  a  person  to  brave  danger  with 
boldness  and  firmness. 

John  Berry  Jr.,  this  years  recipient  of  the  valor  award,  has 
demonstrated  he  has  both  strength  of  mind  and  strength  of  spirit. 
This  past  summer,  he  donated  a  kidney  to  his  brother  who  was  in 
renal  failure  In  doing  so,  he  gave  up  his  final  year  of  collegiate  eli¬ 
gibility  on  the  Williams  College  football  team — a  team  for  which  he 
had  been  elected  captain  for  the  second  season  in  a  row.  John  plans 
to  i  eturn  to  school  this  month  and  compete  in  indoor  and  outdoor 
track  and  graduate  in  June.  (Applause) 

John  Berry  says  it  was  an  easy  decision  to  give  up  his  final  sea¬ 
son  of  football  at  Williams  College.  After  all,  he  was  trading  it  in  for 
something  far  more  important — his  brother’s  life.  Last  summer,  John 
donated  a  kidney  to  save  the  life  of  his  older  sibling,  DeAngelo  who 
was  dying  from  renal  failure. 

Prior  to  the  transplant,  Berry  had  developed  into  one  of  the  best 
defensive  backs  in  the  history  of  Williams  College.  As  a  junior  in 
1998,  Berry  had  four  interceptions  and  led  the  Ephs  to  an  8-0  record 
and  was  rewarded  with  first-team  all-conference  honors. 

After  the  successful  transplant  and  a  month  of  recuperation 
Berry  was  back  at  Williams  last  fall.  Unable  to  play  football  anymore 
because  a  blow  to  his  one  remaining  kidney  would  be  1  ife- threaten  - 
mg,  Bei  ry  spent  last  season  as  an  assistant  coach.  He  will  graduate 
this  summer  with  a  double  major  in  biology  and  psychology,  not  to 
mention  an  honorary  degree  in  lifesaving.  (Applause) 

Presenting  the  award  to  John  is  Richard  Farley,  head  football 
coach  at  Williams  College.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  please  join  me  in 
congratulating  an  extremely  unique  young  man,  John  Berry  the 
recipient  of  the  Award  of  Valor.  John.  (Applause) 

RESPONSE — AWARD  OF  VALOR 

John  Berry  (Williams  College):  Thank  you  very  much  for  that 
gracious  welcome,  Mr.  Ley.  Honored  guests,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
many  people  have  asked  me  what  I  would  say  tonight.  I  guess  my 
unusual  response  was  that  I  will  follow  the  two  tenets  of  public 
speaking,  which  are  not  to  put  my  foot  in  my  mouth,  and  secondly  to 
not  put  anyone  to  sleep. 

To  that  end,  I  would  like  to  first  thank  the  Honors  Committee 
that  decided  me  worthy  of  this  distinguished  award.  You  can  only 
imagine  my  surprise  when  I  heard  the  news.  Never  in  my  wildest 
dreams  did  I  ever  expect  anything  as  splendid  as  this  to  occur. 

This  award,  to  be  blunt,  is  not  a  testament  to  the  strength,  mind 
or  spirit  that  John  Berry  has.  In  all  honestly,  it  is  a  testament  to  all 
the  people  who  have  ever  extended  a  hand  of  kindness,  wisdom  and 
discipline  to  John  Berry.  I  am  the  accomplishment  of  all  those  people 
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Many  of  them  are  here  tonight. 

How  can  any  person  go  wrong  when  all  around  him  he  sees  the 
embodiments  of  the  virtues  of  love  and  fortitude.  Here  tonight  I 
want  everyone  to  understand  f  don’t  stand  here  alone.  I  am  a  vesse 
for  all  the  teachings  my  family,  my  coach  and  my  God  have  provided 
As  I  have  thought  of  the  words  I  would  speak  tonight  I  thought 
f  eep  y  about  the  extraordinary  act  of  courage  that  I  had  personallv 
witnessed  ,n  my  short  life.  It  occurred  to  mCg that  each  of  ms  has  ou^ 
own  moments  of  personal  triumph  and  tragedy. 

I  bet  if  I  talked  to  each  of  you  individually,  you  would  all  speak 

came  wg< e  defimng  moment  that  you  encountered,  battled  and  Over¬ 
came.  Whether  in  victory  or  defeat,  those  moments  search  our  minds 
our  hearts  and  our  spirits  to  the  depths  of  their  potentials. 

have  been  asked  if  my  decision  was  a  difficult  one.  If  there  is 

■™ttUre<  ‘Tu  lea  rnTed  in  H  iS  thnt  any  dccision  made  With  love! 
is  never  truly  hard.  It  is  only  right.  The  kidney  I  gave  my  brother 

h  a^fd  ways  shown  me  ,0W~th°  ^  1  ^  'J a"d 

My  mom  was  terrified  when  all  this  took  place,  but.  as  she  had 
TTT !?. t0  me;  “?°7uhal  y0U  fecl  is  riSht  "  *  b  ve  that  lesson  every 
?had  fn  re  V  f ifc  whe"  We  wcre  making  ^is  decision 

!  0n,,nd,hCr  af'n  Whcn  1  t0,d  her  my  intention  to  pursue 

a  caicei  in  coaching  the  game  of  football— a  sport  I  love  and  I  have 
learned  many  valuable  lessons  from. 

T  ,  JJC7°f  basic  !cason  is  sacrifice — the  sacrifice  to  a  greater  good 
I  can  t  think  of  anything  greater  than  the  love  of  a  brother  There 

fam?lvbCoefanntr^r  °fpIublication«  td]i"g  the  wonderful  story  of  my 

myll  m  Cm.ulh,85  '  “'d  *nd  th”1  '  l,av0  tri'd  “  »'"■ 

There  is  one  thing  [  will  always  remember,  and  I  hope  you  will 
emember  it.  When  asked  the  question  of  why  I  decided  to  give  the 
kidney  to  my  brother,  I  said:  “It  is  the  only  thing  to  do.”  I  thfnk  any 
f  us,  any  of  you  here  tonight,  would  make  the  same  choice  if  you 
were  really  given  a  choice.  I  believe  that  with  all  of  my  heart.  Thank 

[Note:  The  assembly  extended  a  prolonged  standing  ovation  1 

THEODORE  ROOSEVELT  AWARD 

Mr,  Ley:  Thank  you  very  much,  John.  From  one  profile  in 
courage  to  another  It  is  time  now  for  us  to  turn  our  attention  to  the 
Epv°  W1/63?  b°TS  Pro£rarn — the  presentation  of  the  Theodore 
individual  ’  g  h0n°r  thG  Associat]°n  bestows  on  an 

which0111  pro?ram  includes  Pictures  of  past  winners  of  this  award 
which  recognizes  a  distinguished  citizen,  who,  having  earned  a  varsi- 

y  athletics  award  in  college,  has  exemplified  the  ideals  and  the  pur¬ 
poses  to  which  college  athletics  is  dedicated.  It  is  a  distinguished 
group.  As  you  w,ll  note,  it  includes  former  presidents,  military  lead- 
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ers  and  pioneers  in  space  and  medicine 

Without  a  doubt,  all  of  these  individuals  have  earned  this  recog 

nTla  ZTy  that  the  2000  Theodore  R™seve]t  Award  win- 
a  ,j  eserves  the  lecogmtion  of  winning  the  coveted  “Teddv” 

Stafpq  N  °  ? ACC  ad  ,n  u0t  °ne  but  three  sP°rts  while  at  the  United 
?  f,tas  Naval  Academy  between  1962  and  1965,  winning  on  the  foot- 

‘  q!n(d’  !h  1 ,0  baseba11  diamond  and  on  the  basketball  court 
binte  that  time,  this  honoree  has  continued  to  excel  in  his 
endeavors  m  professional  athletics,  in  the  business  world  and 
thiough  contributions  to  his  community. 

Roger  Staubachs  body  was  long  and  lean,  but  his  real  talents 

Pcn,n  ?«*  ^  *. 

sa  H  h  da  7R?-Sfr  80  good’  Ratcrno  shook  his  head  and 
•sa,±  1  have  no  idea.  If  I  did,  I’d  pass  ,t  on  to  my  team.” 

Nav? ailbaC1.S  Pass|ng,  honored  with  a  Heisman  Trophy,  guided 

Si,,  1962  mTf  r?  arcl,-,"v"'  A™*  the  Li  com 

h  n  ,  ma  F.  Kennedy  was  on  hand,  and  the  President 

v  atchod  Navys  conim.nder-in-chief  pick  apart  the  Army  defense 
Playing  m  front  of  a  national  TV  audience  for  the  first  time 

c^e  'thc"  kilh'ufnf W  NTrthc  aaHy  lead'  Th(in  Staubach  show-’ 
casecl  the  skills  that  earned  him  the  nickname  “Roger  the  Dodder” 

L'Hmn  "f‘S?  1  f?1St  ?  mUCh  as  quick- and  no  defense  could  hem  him 

end  St'inhnkhVVaS  wheravrer  Staubach  chose  to  make  it.  By  game’s 

“  no^“  S'h  "ooP  •»"**>»“  »”•'  ™  r»r  two®  more 

The  1963  Army-Navy  classic  was  postponed  one  week  to  allow  tbp 
nauon  to  grieve  for  the  recently  assassinated  Present  Kennedy 
Staubach  then  proceeded  to  honor  the  fallen  pres ident  and former 
aval  officer  by  guiding  the  Midshipmen  to  21  unanswered  points 

£S£  fn  lie  HSCOre  himse!f this  diaw  bdp°d  give  thTm  a  14Ppomt 

7,n  lh  doSmg  scconds-  Army  moved  the  ball  down  near  the 
Navy  end  zone,  but  when  the  Cadets  couldn’t  get  a  play  off  in  he 
final  seconds.  Navy  escaped  with  the  win.  P  y  th° 

taubach  aIs0  played  basketball  and  baseball  at  the  Naval 
Academy,  earning  four  letters  in  his  two  auxiliary  nui-uits  HpC 
ted  over  .^during  his  sophomore  year  while  playfng  a  mtn  centt 

in  the  N a v°v'hefi> re a d u atl 0 n ’  Staubach  spent  four  years  on  active  duty 
Cowboys  mOV,ng  °n  t0  9  professi°nal  career  w.th  the  Dallas 

“Amcru'lvr!118  - 1  acL  &,easLons’  he  helped  make  the  Cowboys 
America  s  ream,  and  Staubach  was  America’s  quarterback  He  was 

^natural  leader  who  seemed  to  improve  the  skill  of  those 

bngofatrickCshHecoordU-inr  '"hT'H1"1  escaPe  «rti*  with  his  own 
leffwith'-egg  “  S  £ e“  “  **”  *l»  was 

Staubach  captained  the  Cowboys  to  two  Super  Bowl  titles  and  bp 
was  elected  to  the  Pro  Football  Hall  of  Fame  £ L85  X  of 


Honor s  Dinner — 


71 


Uiis  man  is  best  summed  up  by  something  Navy  basketball  coach  Ben 
Oarnevalle  said  when  another  Navy  official  complained  that 
Staubach  was  no  basketball  player.  “No”,  shot  back  Carnevalie  “lie’s 
a  winner”  (Applause) 

Now,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  call  upon  Mr.  Charles  Wethington  to 
present  the  NCAA  Theodore  Roosevelt  Award  to  Roger  Staubach,  the 
chairman  and  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Staubach  Corporation 

Mr.  Wethington:  Thank  you.  Bob.  Roger,  it  is  my  pleasure  to 
P,'^*eAnt  t0  y°u  Theodore  Roosevelt  Award,  the  highest  honor  the 
NCAA  confers  upon  an  individual.  This  award  is  presented  to  you  in 
recognition  of  your  lifetime  of  success  in  football,  business  and  phil¬ 
anthropy,  as  a  Hall  of  Fame  quarterback;  CEO;  and  community 
leader. 

hadies  and  gentlemen,  an  outstanding  individual  Roger 
Staubach.  (Applause) 

RESPONSE— THEODORE  ROOSEVELT  AWARD 

Mr.  Staubach:  Thank  you,  Charles.  It  is  a  privilege  to  be  here 
tonight.  Since  they  showed  those  films  up  there  of  the  ‘63  Army-Navy 
game,  the  guy  who  scored  the  three  touchdowns  that  year  was  Pat 
Donnelly.  Pat  is  sitting  out  there  (Applause)  We  reminisced  today 
at  the  Donnelly  home.  We  had  a  few  old  Naval  Academy  football 
players  at  his  home  and  we  were  telling  all  kinds  of  sea  stories  and 
had  a  great  time  today. 

It  has  been  a  great  weekend  in  San  Diego  I  want  to  thank  the 
Executive  Committee  of  the  NCAA  and  the  Honors  Committee,  and 
also  congratulate  all  the  award  winners  here  tonight.  When  you  get 
older,  I  am  not  sure  if  you  get  more  humble  or  sometimes  you  don’t 
get  as  bumble  as  you  should  be,  but  it  is  humbling  to  be  around  the 
youth  who  are  here  and  the  talents  in  this  audience. 

I  thank  Pat  for  his  kind  words.  Ho  is  an  eloquent  speaker,  he  is 
a  Rhodes  scholar,  a  lawyer  and  he  is  one  heck  of  a  quarterback.  I  also 
want  to  thank  the  friends  who  are  here  tonight  to  honor  me,  and  also 
everyone  in  this  audience  who  are  here  to  honor  all  the  recipients 
tonight. 

tG  thank  Lhe  U  Naval  Academy  for  allowing  me  to  go  to 
the  U.b.  Naval  Academy.  It  was  a  school  that  has  meant  the  world  to 
me,  and  I  have  said  many  times  that  I  was  always  proud  to  run  on 
the  football  field  as  a  Dallas  Cowboy.  When  they  introduced  you,  they 
gave  the  college  and  they  said,  “Roger  Staubach,  Navy.” 

I  enjoyed  my  time  at  the  Naval  Academy  and  my  four  years  in  the 
Naval  service.  I  thank  Admiral  Ryan  for  coming  tonight.  He  is  here 
with  Captain  Stufflebeem  and  myself.  I  want  to  thank  Jack  Lengyel 
and  Tom  Bates,  who  I  guess  put  all  the  stuff  together  that  went 
before  the  Executive  Committee  and  the  Honors  Committee  to  select 
me  for  this  award. 

You  know,  it  is  an  award  at  the  end.  You  kind  of  move  through 
the  youth  to  the  old  guy.  I  used  to  sit  out  there  and  watch  Chad  throw 


that  football  up  on  the  screen.  I  am  very  jealous  of  that  talent  that 
you  are  going  to  see  in  the  National  Football  League. 

As  you  get  older— Mike  Garrett  was  talking  to  me  earlier— he 
said'  “Roger,  do  you  remember  the  SC  game  when  you  played  Navy?” 
I  am  thinking,  “Mike,  yeah,  I  remember  that.  Do  1  look  that  old?” 
(Laughter)  Someone  came  up  to  me  and  mentioned  that  the  Cowboys 
lost  today  and  this  is  the  25th  anniversary  of  the  “Hail  Mary”  pass 
when  we  beat  Minnesota  in  Minnesota.  I  threw  a  ball  to  Drew 
Pearson  and  we  won  it  at  the  end  of  the  game. 

After  the  game,  the  Catholic  kid  from  Cincinnati,  I  said:  “I  closed 
my  eyes  and  said  a  Hail  Mary.”  Drew  never  admitted  to  pushing  off, 
and  we  won  that  game.  I  intentionally  underthrew  him  and  someone 
asked,  “Do  you  remember  that  game?”  I  am  thinking,  do  I  remember 
that  game7 

I  remember  when  we  played  Assumption  in  grade  school  and  1 
ran  the  opening  kickoff  back.  When  you  get  older,  you  get  a  little  wor¬ 
ried. 

That  reminds  me  of  a  story.  There  were  two  couples  who  were 
driving  down  the  road  They  are  getting  a  little  older  and  forgetful  at 
times.  The  two  guys  were  in  the  front  seat  and  the  two  gals  were  in 
the  back  seat.  The  two  guys  are  talking  back  and  forth.  One  guy  said 
to  the  other  guy:  “You  know,  we  went  to  this  Italian  restaurant  last 
night.  Man,  it  was  fantastic.  The  food  was  really  good,  the  music,  the 
ambience,  it  was  just  a  great  Italian  restaurant.” 

The  other  guy  said:  “What  was  the  name  of  that  restaurant?”  He 
said:  “Oh,  man,  what  was  the  name  of  that  restaurant?  What  is  that 
long-stemmed  flower  that  has  thorns  on  it  and  it  smells  really  good9” 
The  guy  said:  ‘Well,  that  is  a  rose.”  He  looked  in  the  back  seat  and 
said:  “Hey,  Rose,  what  was  the  name  of  that  restaurant?”  (Laughter) 

I  will  tell  you  what,  I  won’t  forget  my  wife  She  is  here  tonight 
Mary  Ann  is  here  and  she  was  at  that  Assumption  game.  That  is  how 
far  we  go  back.  She  was  at  all  the  Naval  Academy  games.  We  have 
been  married  for  35  years  (Applause)  I  thank  her. 

^>he  a  great  big  part  of  this  award.  Jim  McCarthy,  when  I  was 
in  high  school,  decided  to  switch  me  to  quarterback.  I  didn’t  want  to 
play  quarterback.  I  was  a  receiver,  a  defensive  back.  So  my  senior 
year  in  high  school  I  played  quarterback.  I  told  him  that  1  didn’t 
want  to  play.  He  said:  “Roger,  I  want  you  to  play  quarterback.  The 
other  guys  listen  to  you.  I  want  you  to  be  the  quarterback.”  I  worked 
at  it  and  1  decided  to  give  it  my  best  and  by  January  of  that  year  I 
woi  ked  on  it  until  I  started  as  a  senior  and,  you  know,  it  was  great.  I 
enjoyed  being  a  quarterback.  The  girls  liked  me  after  the  game  more. 
He  changed  my  life,  because  he  wanted  me  to  be  a  quarterback. 

I  thank  him  and,  of  course,  at  the  Naval  Academy,  Wayne  Hart 
helped  me  develop  as  a  quarterback.  I  had  a  great  mentor  with  the 
Dallas  Cowboys  who  was  the  very  best  in  Tom  Landry.  I  thank  them 
for  all  they  have  done  for  me  and  are  very  responsible  for  this  award, 
and  the  teammates  and  the  others  who  played  a  role  in  my  career. 
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One  thing  that  has  been  mentioned  is  balance.  Pat  mentioned  it. 
Last  year,  I  read  Bill  Richardson’s  speech  and  he  mentioned  it.  He 
referred  to  Teddy  Roosevelt  as  his  balance.  Balance  is  a  theme  of 
many  of  the  20th  century  books  that  have  come  out  that  I  have  been 
reading.  In  getting  this  award,  I  read  about  Teddy  Roosevelt  as 
President  from  1901  to  1909— the  Rough  Riders  and  all  his  stuff.  He 
was  quite  a  character. 

But  the  thing  that  stands  out  was  his  toughness  and  his  compas¬ 
sion.  I  have  really  tried  to  emphasize  that  in  building  the  business. 
Also,  in  getting  older  you  have  got  to  have  balance  in  your  life. 
Balance  is  difficult  because  it  is  always  “what  is  in  it  for  me?” 

There  is  a  side  of  you  that  is  driven.  I  have  had  that  side  and  it 
is  the  side  that  your  aggressiveness,  your  competitiveness  comes  out. 
There  is  nothing  wrong  with  that  as  long  as  it  is  balanced  with  a  side 
that  puts  you  in  other  people’s  shoes  and  has  compassion  and  has  the 
ability  to  understand  where  someone  else  is  coming  from.  If  you  don’t 
have  that,  there  is  the  side  that  is  always  what  is  in  it  for  me  that  will 
be  dominant.  I  think  you  almost  become  a  destructive  achiever. 

You  look  good,  you  sound  good,  but  there  is  some  arrogance  and 
there  is  an  insensitivity.  It  leads  to  not  understanding  people  as  far 
as  their  gender  or  the  color  of  their  skin,  or  even  their  religion  and 
the  respect  that  we  should  have  for  each  other. 

There  is  a  lack  of  respect  for  each  other  that  is  very,  very  con¬ 
cerning  in  this  world  today  and  even  in  our  own  country.  Balance 
means  that  you  do  say  what  is  in  it  for  me,  but  at  the  same  time  you 
can’t  do  it  by  yourself.  You  have  to  work  on  the  side  of  ability  that 
does  have  compassion  for  other  people  and  understand  where  they 
are  coming  from.  That  is  not  easy  to  do  because  the  natural  side  is 
always  what’s  in  it  for  me. 

I  really  believe  that  sports  teaches  you  the  ability  to  get  that  bal¬ 
ance.  I  think  the  NCAA  is  always  fighting  that  balance  as  far  as  gen¬ 
der  equity  in  sports  and  the  ability  to  balance  the  athlete  with  edu¬ 
cation.  Ft  is  a  constant  struggle  in  life  as  human  beings  with  our 
frailties  and  our  wonderful  qualities  to  also  get  that  balance. 

I  think  sports  teaches  you  the  ability  to  appreciate  someone  other 
than  just  yourself  It  teaches  the  importance  of  teamwork.  It  teach¬ 
es  the  importance  of  respecting  people  who  are  of  different  skin  color, 
different  gender  and  even  of  different  religions  as  far  as  the  respect 
that  is  needed  and  the  compassion  we  have  for  each  other. 

Teddy  Roosevelt  did  have  this  toughness.  He  did  have  compas¬ 
sion.  I  think  sport  also  has  taught  me  to  work  each  and  every  day  to 
understand  if  I  get  up  and  don’t  appreciate  the  work  I  have  to  do,  I 
won’t  get  my  life  in  balance,  because  it  is  an  every  day  constant  strug¬ 
gle. 

The  NCAA  creates  an  opportunity  that  deals  with  its  own  issues 
to  be  able  to  give  us  an  opportunity  in  sport  to  realize  the  importance 
that  we  have  to  each  other.  It  is  a  privilege  to  represent  the  NCAA 
and  to  represent  Theodore  Roosevelt.  He  and  I  went  to  high  school 
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together.  (Laughter) 

To  represent  him  in  this  award  and  also  my  friends  and,  of 
course,  family  who  are  here  tonight,  it  is  a  tremendous  privilege  for 
me  to  receive  this  award.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  assembly  extended  a  prolonged  standing  ovation.] 

Mr.  Ley:  Thank  you  very  much,  Roger.  It  is  a  pretty  good 
evening  for  Navy.  We  have  several  people  here  from  the  home  port  of 
San  Diego.  As  a  tribute  to  Roger’s  alma  mater,  please  join  me  in  rec¬ 
ognizing  the  director  of  athletics  at  the  U.S.  Naval  Academy,  Jack 
Lengyel. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  Charles  and  all  the 
good  folks  at  the  NCAA  for  the  invitation  to  join  you  this  evening.  I 
have  been  thoroughly  entertained  by  the  people  I  have  met,  the  sto¬ 
ries  we  have  all  learned  together  and  the  lives  that  we  have  saluted 
because  they  certainly  exemplify  the  very  best  in  America  and  the 
very  best  in  college  athletics.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  invitation 
to  be  with  you.  I  would  like  to  turn  the  program  back  to  Charles. 
(Applause) 

Mr.  Wethington:  Thank  you  very  much,  Bob,  for  what  I  think 
was  a  terrific  job  in  helping  us  to  pay  tribute  to  these  outstanding 
honorees.  We  really  appreciate  your  taking  time  to  be  here  with  us 
tonight.  As  a  token  of  our  appreciation,  the  NCAA  will  make  a  dona¬ 
tion  to  your  alma  mater,  Seton  Hall  University’s  radio  station, 
WSOU,  in  your  name.  I  think  both  you  and  Seton  Hall  deserve  a 
round  of  applause.  (Applause) 

This  has  been  a  very  special  evening.  For  your  information, 
tonight’s  festivities  will  air  in  an  ESPN  special  Friday,  February  4,  at 
1  p.m.  Eastern  time. 

I  want  to  again  say  “thank  you”  to  all  the  award  winners,  partic¬ 
ularly  for  allowing  us  to  enjoy  and  relish  in  your  accomplishments. 

To  bring  a  close  to  this  special  evening,  Amy  Huchthausen  will 
present  the  benediction. 

BENEDICTION 

Ms.  Huchthausen:  As  we  depart,  we  offer  our  thanks  for  bless¬ 
ing  us  this  evening.  May  that  blessing  continue  to  inspire  us  all  to 
follow  our  dreams;  encourage  us  to  persist;  and  grant  us  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  excel.  Let  us  be  strong  as  we  continue  to  search  for  the  bal¬ 
ance  and  joy  that  will  allow  us  to  fulfill  our  lives.  Finally,  grant  us 
love,  hope  and  peace  for  all  the  rest  of  our  days. 

Mr.  Wethington;  Thank  you,  Amy,  and  thank  you  all  very  much. 
Have  a  good  evening  and  a  happy  new  year. 

[The  banquet  was  concluded  at  9:50  p.m.] 
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Monday  Morning,  January  10,  2000 

The  Division  I  Forum  was  called  to  order  at  8:30  a.m.,  with 
Edward  “Ted”  Leland,  Division  T  Management  Council  chair,  presid¬ 
ing. 

WELCOME 

Edward  “Ted”  Leland  (Stanford  University):  Good  morning 
everyone.  My  name  is  Ted  Leland.  I  am  the  director  of  athletics  and 
recreation  at  Stanford  University,  and  also  chair  of  the  NCAA 
Division  I  Management  Council.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  see  everybody 
here  this  morning. 

You  should  have  at  your  seat  two  pieces  of  material  pertinent  to 
this  forum.  One  is  a  blue  sheet  that  was  prepared  by  the  NCAA  staff. 
You  can  use  that  to  follow  the  discussion  when  we  get  into  our  power- 
point  presentation.  It  is  a  compilation  of  the  Basketball  Working 
Group’s  proposals  and  alternative  proposals  that  the  members  and 
the  conferences  have  submitted  over  the  past  six  weeks.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  you  will  find  it  to  your  advantage  to  follow  along  with  it. 

In  addition,  you  will  find  at  your  seat  a  yellow  ballot.  This  is  sort 
of  a  straw-vote  ballot.  We  would  like  you  to  wait  until  the  end  of  this 
discussion,  and  when  we  are  done  we  will  take  a  break.  There  will  be 
a  red  box  over  there,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Management  Council,  I 
would  request  that  you  fill  this  out  as  you  see  fit  and  hand  it  in  so  we 
can  get  feedback. 

Many  of  us  who  have  been  part  of  this  series  of  forums  we  have 
had  at  the  NCAA  Conventions  for  Division  I  over  the  past  few  years 
will  remember  that  we  have  had  straw  votes  in  terms  of  initial-eligi¬ 
bility  issues  and  student-athlete  right-to-work  provisions.  These  bas¬ 
ketball  issues  and  the  alternative  proposals  are  so  complex  that  the 
Management  Council  and  staff  would  like  you  to  consider  them 
rather  than  vote  by  a  show  of  hands.  That  will  give  you  a  chance  for 
some  feedback. 

Our  purpose  this  morning  is  to  lay  out  the  issues  involved  with 
the  work  of  the  basketball  working  group.  It  is  designed  to  put  before 
you  some  specific  proposals  that  were  developed  by  that  working 
group  and  some  alternative  proposals.  We  would  like  to  communicate 
some  of  the  ideas  behind  those  proposals  and  then  listen  and  begin  a 
discussion  and  dialogue. 

My  job  is  very  simple.  I  am  to  move  along  the  discussion,  to  make 
sure  that  we  stay  as  orderly  as  we  can,  to  introduce  the  people  at  the 
head  table  and  to  try  to  give  you  a  little  bit  of  a  road  map.  When  we 
get  to  the  discussion,  come  to  the  microphones,  please  identify  your¬ 
self  by  name  and  position,  university,  and  who  you  are  representing. 
We  have  a  court  reporter  who  will  compile  the  comments  from  this  to 
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make  sure  we  are  accurate  in  things  that  we  attribute  to  you. 

Let  me  introduce  the  head  table.  First,  to  my  right  is  Ken  “Buzz” 
Shaw,  chancellor  of  Syracuse  University.  He  served  as  chair  during 
the  past  year  of  the  Basketball  Issues  Working  Group.  He  is  a  mem- 
ber  of  the  NCAA  Division  I  Board  of  Directors  and  is  former  chair  of 
the  NCAA  Division  I  Board  of  Directors.  He  also  was  very  involved 
in  a  lot  of  the  transition  issues.  Of  all  of  the  CEOs,  presidents  and 
chancellors  in  the  country,  Chancellor  Shaw  has  put  as  much  time  in 
college  athletics  as  any  of  our  CEOs.  He  is  to  be  commended  for  that. 
Second  to  my  left  and  to  your  right  is  James  Haney,  Jim  is  the  exec¬ 
utive  director  of  the  National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches.  He 
is  the  former  head  coach  at  the  University  of  Oregon.  I  had  the  plea¬ 
sure  of  working  with  him  when  he  was  a  conference  commissioner  of 
the  Big  West  Conference.  To  my  far  left,  your  far  right,  is  Mike 
McGee,  the  athletic  director  at  the  University  of  South  Carolina.  He 
was  formerly  the  athletic  director  of  the  University  of  Southern 
California,  was  a  former  Division  I  head  football  coach,  and  a  nation¬ 
al  award-winner  player  at  Duke  University.  He  is  chair  of  the 
Recruiting  Subcommittee  of  the  Academics  and  Eligibility  Cabinet. 
To  my  far  right  is  David  Knight.  David  is  a  professor  of  chemistry 
and  the  faculty  athletics  representative  at  the  University  of  North 
Carolina  at  Greensboro.  He  is  chair  of  the  Academics  and  Eligibility 
Cabinet.  He  is  a  consultant  to  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  NCAA 
regarding  initial-eligibility  issues,  and  he  is  past  chairman  of  the  fac¬ 
ulty  reps  association.  He  is  another  individual  who  has  put  an  extra¬ 
ordinary  amount  of  time  into  the  betterment  of  college  athletics. 
Judy  Devine,  who  is  to  my  right  and  seated  to  your  left,  is  the  senior 
woman  administrator  of  Kent  State  University.  She  is  chair  of  the 
continuing-eligibility  committee  of  the  Academics  and  Eligibility 
Cabinet  and  also  a  member  of  that  cabinet.  We  have  two  NCAA  staff 
people  here.  To  my  immediate  left  and  to  your  right  is  Steve 
Mallonec,  who  will  do  a  lot  of  the  presentation  today.  He  is  director 
of  membership  services  and  liaison  to  the  Division  I  governance. 
Group.  As  part  of  the  NCAA  staff,  he  probably,  more  than  anybody 
else  in  this  room  besides  myself,  has  memorized  the  NCAA  Manual. 
That  is  a  joke.  Those  of  you  who  know  me  know  how  funny  that  is. 
He  graduated  from  the  University  of  the  South  in  Sewanee, 
Tennessee,  and  got  his  law  degree  from  the  University  of  Tennessee 
in  Knoxville.  To  the  second  to  my  right  and  third  from  your  left,  is 
Tom  Jernstedt,  senior  vice-president  of  the  NCAA.  He  oversees  the 
men  s  and  women  s  basketball  championships,  and  is  a  former  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  from  the  University  of  Oregon.  Quite  honestly,  some 
people  have  called  him  the  father  of  the  men’s  NCAA  basketball  tour¬ 
nament.  He  has  done  just  an  outstanding  job. 

What  we  have  laid  out  for  you  is  for  Chancellor  Shaw  to  make 
some  introductory  remarks  and  then  we  will  break  our  presentation 
into  three  segments.  On  each  one  of  those  segments,  we’ll  use  the 
overhead  projector  and  our  video  equipment  to  talk  about  different 
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proposals  and  alternative  proposals.  Then  we  will  have  a  member  of 
the  basketball  working  group  make  a  short  presentation  on  that  par¬ 
ticular  issue.  1  will  moderate  a  five-  to  seven-minute  discussion.  We 
will  go  through  three  of  those  issues  in  that  format.  So,  a  power-point 
presentation,  followed  by  a  member  of  the  committee,  followed  by  a 
discussion.  We  will  try  to  avoid  confusion  from  issue  to  issue.  At  the 
end,  we  will  have  as  much  time  as  we  can  for  discussion.  We  have  an 
hour-and-one-half  for  this,  and  some  very  difficult  issues.  We  will  try 
to  go  as  quickly  as  we  can. 

The  first  issue  will  be  summer  aid.  That  is  Proposal  99-120  and 
the  alternatives.  The  second  issue  will  be  financial  aid — -overall  and 
initial  counters.  That  is  99-121  and  122.  The  third  issue  we  will 
address  will  be  the  recruiting  calendar,  which  is  99-129  and  alterna¬ 
tives. 

It  is  a  great  turnout  this  morning.  Obviously,  these  are  issues  you 
are  interested  in.  Let  me  turn  it  over  to  Chancellor  Shaw. 

BASKETBALL  WORKING  GROUP  PROPOSALS 

Kenneth  “Buzz”  Shaw  (Syracuse  University):  Thank  you  very 
much,  Ted.  As  you  know  by  now,  the  Division  I  Board  of  Directors  cre¬ 
ated  a  29-member  working  group  and  charged  it  with  examining  any 
and  all  of  the  issues  that  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  sport  of 
Division  I  basketball. 

Our  job  was  to  make  appropriate  recommendations,  legislative  or 
otherwise,  to  be  reviewed  through  the  Division  I  governance  struc¬ 
ture.  We  conducted  seven  meetings,  reviewed  results  from  surveys  of 
the  membership  and  basketball  student-athletes,  and  conducted 
hearings  involving  more  than  a  dozen  constituent  groups  and  inter¬ 
ested  individuals. 

We  listened  to  all  of  this.  We  listened  to  those  who  came  before 
us.  We  listened  to  you,  our  constituents,  and  we  listened  to  each 
other.  We  did  a  lot  of  listening  to  each  other.  Our  final  recommen¬ 
dations  are  really  directed  toward  four  significant  objectives. 

First,  to  increase  educational  opportunities  and  the  likelihood  of 
academic  success  for  our  students.  Second,  to  more  fully  prepare  our 
young  athletes  to  contribute  to  society  as  productive  citizens.  Third, 
to  modify  the  basketball  playing  and  practice  season  to  provide  more 
time  for  athletes  for  academics  and  other  core-curricular  activities. 
And  fourthly,  to  provide  support  programs  and  services  that  enhance 
the  overall  collegiate  experience. 

Now  that  this  report  is  complete,  the  Board  has  referred  it  to  the 
governance  structure  for  consideration.  As  you  know,  the  Board 
endorsed  the  principles  of  the  report  and  requested  that  the 
Management  Council  chaired  by  Ted  prepare  legislative  proposals 
and  send  them  out  for  membership  comment. 

Several  conferences  have  now  submitted  alternative  proposals. 
The  Board  of  Directors  remains  convinced  that  a  change  in  the  cul¬ 
ture  of  basketball  is  necessary.  I  hope  that  we  will  be  bold  in  address- 
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ing  the  areas  that  have  been  identified.  Ultimately,  the  work  we  do 
between  now  and  April  will  serve  to  protect  and  enhance  this  won¬ 
derful  sport. 

To  answer  Ced  Dempsey’s  question  of  yesterday,  why  are  we  here, 
our  committee  did  this  because  we  were  concerned  about  the  future 
of  the  game.  We  were  concerned  about  our  young  athletes.  We  put 
together  a  package  that  we  could  support. 

You  will  notice  that  I  emphasize  the  word  “package.”  I  would 
dare  say  that  all  29  of  us  had  pieces  of  that  package  that  we  would 
have  liked  to  have  been  different.  We  thought  some  parts  needed  to 
be  strengthened  or  to  be  perhaps  weaker.  It  was  the  package  that  we 
were  after,  and  it  was  the  package  that  we  could  agree  to. 

I  found  these  29  people  to  be  remarkable  people— not  unlike  the 
overall  membership.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  demographics  of  our 
group,  the  results  of  the  initial  survey,  and  the  attitudes  and  beliefs 
going  into  our  committee  meetings  were  remarkably  similar  to  the 
membership.  We  spent  a  lot  of  time  together.  We  influenced  one 
another  in  many  ways.  Now  we  believe  that  we  have  a  strong  pack¬ 
age. 

Let  me  take  a  few  minutes  and  talk  about  change.  Someone  said 
that  change  has  its  enemies.  These  29  people  spent  hundreds  of 
hours— literally  hundreds  of  hours  of  their  time— because  you  told  us 
that  change  was  needed.  Now,  it  is  time  to  do  something  on  behalf  of 
the  interests  of  basketball  to  ensure  its  continuous  health. 

The  interesting  thing  about  change— and  I  see  myself  as  a  stu¬ 
dent  of  leadership— is  that  change  has  its  detractors  and  it  has  its 
supporters.  Sometimes  it  is  the  supporters  who  keep  change  from 
occurring.  If  we  are  not  part  of  the  solution,  and  there  is  no  solution, 
then  we  are  helping  to  make  the  problem  worse. 

Of  course,  we  have  different  views  of  what  the  problems  are.  We 
focused  on  the  ones  that  you  will  be  hearing  about.  But  generally 
when  we  have  proposed  change,  we  do  it  for  one  of  three  reasons! 
First,  we  don  t  think  there  is  anything  wrong.  That  is  a  good  reason. 
If  there  is  nothing  wrong,  if  it  is  not  broke,  why  fix  it? 

Second,  we  don’t  mind  change.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  will 
endorse  it  so  long  as  our  institution  is  not  disadvantaged  or  so  long 
as  our  institution  is  advantaged. 

Thirdly,  we  desperately  want  change  when  the  change  that  we 
are  seeing  is  not  enough.  So,  therefore,  it  doesn’t  deserve  our  support. 
Now,  for  those  of  us  who  oppose  whatever  package  comes  before  us  in 
April,  it  must  be  because  we  believe  one  of  the  reasons  we  oppose  it 
is  that  all  is  well. 

I  would  submit  to  you  that  all  isn’t  well,  and  I  think  you  would 
a£ree-  I  would  ask  you  if  you  oppose  the  changes  that  will  come  for¬ 
ward  because  you  believe  all  is  well,  I  ask  you,  if  you  are  an  athletics 
director,  what  are  you  going  to  tell  your  presidents  as  to  why  he  or 
she  should  oppose  it  and  what  are  you  going  to  tell  the  local  press? 

All  is  well  is  what  you  will  have  to  say.  Or  perhaps  you  oppose 
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the  changes  because  they  affect  you  negatively  or  not  positively 
enough.  We  went  through  a  lot  of  this  on  our  committee  because  we 
are  human  beings.  As  someone  once  said,  “where  you  stand  on  a  posi¬ 
tion  depends  on  where  you  sit.” 

We  have  all  found  ourselves  sitting  in  different  places.  We  listen 
to  one  another.  We  listen  to  one  another  on  probably  what  was  the 
most  contentious  and  divisive  issue,  and  that  is  freshman  eligibility 
or  ineligibility.  This  was  a  where-you- stand  and  where-you-sit  situa¬ 
tion. 

Everybody’s  opinion  was  made  respectfully  and  actually  with  a 
great  deal  of  conviction.  For  those  of  us  who  find  ourselves  with  pro¬ 
grams  that  are  generally  in  the  top  20  or  30,  it  was  a  lot  easier  to 
support  freshman  ineligibility. 

Yet,  we  listened  when  the  president  of  Valparaiso  University  says 
that  all  is  well  and  good,  that  every  one  of  our  athletes,  every  one  of 
our  basketball  players  over  the  last  X  number  of  years,  has  graduat¬ 
ed.  So  what  problem  is  it  that  we  are  fixing  here?  We  had  to  listen 
to  one  another. 

If  we  end  up  opposing  significant  reform  because  it  isn’t  in  our 
institutional  interests,  or  it  doesn’t  make  our  lives  better,  then  again 
we  will  have  to  answer  to  our  critics  and  answer  to  our  own  con¬ 
science. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  the  third  reason  for  opposing  change 
might  well  be  that  it  is  not  enough;  it  is  not  good  enough.  As  I  men¬ 
tioned  eailier,  the  problem  is  that  no  one  on  our  committee  doesn’t 
have  suggestions  as  we  sit  here  today  to  make  a  piece  of  this  package 
better.  But  in  the  last  analysis,  leadership  is  the  art  of  the  impossi¬ 
ble.  We  came  to  this  with  strongly  held  views.  We  modified  them  as 
we  saw  what  was  possible.  I  hope  at  the  end  of  the  day  that  what  we 
do  in  these  deliberations  will  make  things  better. 

I  was  asked  to  comment  briefly  about  what  I  believed  the  direc¬ 
tors  want.  I  think  what  the  directors  want  is  this:  The  directors  want 
an  end  product  that  speaks  to  our  original  concerns,  your  concerns, 
my  concerns,  members  of  the  committee.  The  directors  want  the  best 
possible  package  that  we  can  support.  Let’s  hope  it  is  better  than 
what  we  are  presenting  to  you  today  For  those  of  you  who  want  to 
make  it  better  I  sincerely  would  like  to  see  that  occur — let  me  ask 
that  you  ask  yourselves  two  questions. 

The  first  is:  “Will  this  really  make  the  package  better?”  If  so,  let’s 
hear  about  it.  Secondly:  “Can  it  be  sold  to  our  constituents?”  If  it  is 
better  and  it  can  be  sold,  let’s  ask  ourselves  what  it  will  do  to  the 
package  that  we  present  with  much  pride, 

I  view  the  discussion  today  as  one  more  step  toward  possible 
change  leading  to  a  Management  Council  recommendation  to  the 
Board  with  constituent  reactions  by  April.  In  April,  if  we  are  not 
united  in  a  comprehensive  plan  to  improve  the  status  of  basketball, 
woe  is  to  us.  I  think  that  we  can  be. 

I  would  be  very  happy  and  very  proud  of  this  Association  if  by 


April  we  could  come  forward  with  a  significant  reform  proposal  that 
we  as  a  body  can  accept.  That’s  the  right  thing  to  do.  Thank  you  very 
much.  (Applause) 

Mr,  Leland:  Steve  Mallonee  will  now  begin  his  presentation  on 
the  first  of  three  segments  dealing  with  some  of  the  specifics  that  are 
pertinent  to  99-120  and  the  amendments. 

Steve  Mallonee  (NCAA  Staff):  The  first  set  of  proposals  that  we 
are  going  to  look  at  here — and  we  will  do  it  through  a  power-point 
presentation — relates  to  summer  financial  aid  and  in  particular  the 
time  period  prior  to  a  student-athlete’s  initial  enrollment  at  the  insti¬ 
tution. 

There  are  three  proposals  to  look  at  this  morning,  and  then  you 
will  have  a  chance  to  discuss  them.  The  proposal  we  have  designed 
is  consistent  with  the  working  group’s  objective  to  enhance  the  over¬ 
all  collegiate  educational  experience  and  to  provide  a  head  start  for 
those  individuals  to  start  making  progress  toward  graduation  and 
maybe  get  a  foundation  that  is  free  from  the  competitive  pressures 
that  occur  during  the  academic  year. 

The  working  group’s  proposal  in  this  area  is  No.  99-120-A.  That 
proposal  will  allow  your  institutions  to  provide  athletically  related 
financial  aid  to  entering  students— either  a  freshman  or  transfer— 
during  the  summer  prior  to  initial  enrollment,  which  could  include 
the  individuals  who  are  qualifiers  or  those  who  have  not  been  certi¬ 
fied  as  qualifiers,  provided  those  individuals  are  enrolling  in  at  least 
a  minimum  of  six  hours  of  course  work  that  is  accessible  for  degree 
credit  in  any  of  the  institution’s  degree  programs. 

The  proposal  s  effective  date  would  be  immediate,  which  would  be 
for  this  summer,  if  it  were  to  pass.  That’s  the  working  group’s  pro¬ 
posal.  Judy  will  talk  about  that  a  little  more  in  just  a  second.  There 
are  two  alternative  proposals  that  were  submitted  by  conferences 
that  relate  to  this  issue. 

The  first  of  those  is  No.  99-120-B,  which  came  from  the 
Southeastern  Conference.  That  proposal  and  how  it  differs  from  the 
working  group,  is  that  basically  it  will  apply  to  ail  sports,  not  just  the 
sport  of  basketball.  Second  of  all,  it  would  only  require  a  minimum 
of  five  hours  of  independent  enrollment  as  opposed  to  six. 

The  proposal  does  require  that  for  individuals  to  receive  aid,  they 
must  be  certified  as  a  qualifier  or  a  partial  qualifier  Also,  there  is  a 
restriction  that  financial  aid  can  be  awarded  for  no  more  than  four 
subsequent  summer  sessions.  There  is  a  time-period  restriction  on 
there. 

The  second  alternative  proposal,  which  was  submitted  and  came 
from  the  Big  Ten,  is  No.  99-120-B.  That  is  identical  to  the  working 
group’s  proposal  with  one  exception — in  meeting  the  minimum  six- 
hour  requirement  in  the  summer,  it  would  not  be  permissible  to  use 
physical  education  or  physical  activity  courses.  Those  are  the  three 
proposals  that  relate  to  summer  financial  aid. 

At  this  time,  I  will  turn  it  over  to  Judy  to  give  some  brief  com- 
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ments  about  the  development  of  the  proposal  from  the  working 
group,  and  then  we  will  open  it  up  for  discussion. 

Judy  Devine  (Kent  State  University):  Thank  you,  Steve.  As  the 
working  group  began  to  explore  ways  to  enhance  educational  oppor¬ 
tunities  that  would  increase  the  likelihood  of  academic  success,  the 

former  concept  of  freshman  ineligibility  was  one  of  the  first  ideas  that 
we  looked  at. 

Low  graduation  rates  and  high  attrition  rates  in  men’s  basketball 
justified  consideration  of  a  different  eligibility  and  financial  aid 
structure  for  this  sport.  As  with  most  of  the  issues  we  faced,  we  thor¬ 
oughly  explored  the  pros  and  cons,  the  advantages  and  disadvan¬ 
tages,  the  gains  and  losses,  of  each  idea. 

The  primary  advantage  of  freshman  eligibility  is  that  it  provides 
a  reasonable  transition  time  for  student-athletes  to  absorb  the  prior¬ 
ity  of  academic  responsibility,  and  then  to  meet  a  standard  of  acade- 
tion  performance  anc!  success  as  a  precursor  to  athletics  participa- 

While  the  concept  is  academically  sound  in  every  regard  related 
to  important  issues,  while  there  are  deliberations,  is  it  fair  to  not 
allow  the  academically  sound  entering  freshman  the  opportunity  to 
participate  immediately?  If  freshmen  are  ineligible,  how  many  more 
grants  are  necessary?  How  do  those  increases  impact  the  competitive 
paradigm  institutional  program  costs,  Title  IX  concerns  and  gender 
equity.  Would  the  Association  be  subject  to  further  litigation  for 
restricting  access  to  its  playing  field?  Would  freshmen  truly  be  inel¬ 
igible  or  would  we  create  freshmen  or  JV  teams  with  their  accompa¬ 
nying  schedules,  coaching  staffs  and  operational  budgets’ 

Would  we  have  need  for  the  NCAA  eligibility  clearinghouse  to 
determine  any  status  for  entering  basketball  players  since  they 
would  all  be  ineligible  and,  if  not,  would  each  institution’s  admissions 
standard  alone  guarantee  sufficient  academic  preparedness  for  han- 
d  nfors  of  a  Division  l  academic  and  athletics  commitment? 

While  the  concept  was  ideal,  these  issues  and  others  led  the  var¬ 
ious  groups  surveyed  and  eventually  the  working  group  to  abandon 
for  now  the  idea  of  freshman  ineligibility.  A  compromised  position 
then  sui  faced  that  suggested  mandatory  ineligibility  for  all  initial 
enrollees  through  the  first  term. 

This  maintained  the  academic  priority  and  academic  perfor¬ 
mance-based  merits  of  total  freshman  ineligibility,  but  eliminated  the 
major  concerns  about  increased  scholarships  and  program  costs, 
student-athletes,  however,  were  going  to  be  forced  to  sacrifice  partic- 
lpat'°n  in  approximately  10  games  during  their  initial  season  of  eli¬ 
gibility  waiting  for  the  first  term  to  end. 

The  two  solutions  to  that  problem  suggested  either  extending  the 
lour  seasons  of  eligibility  through  a  fifth  permissible  year  of  play,  or 
™>vmg  the  basketball  season  to  a  one-semester  sport.  The  latter 
idea  has  merit,  but  it  is  not  currently  feasible  in  light  of  the  mar¬ 
ketability  of  the  catch  phrase  “March  Madness”  and  the  terms  and 


availability  of  the  Association’s  TV  coverage. 

The  working  group  finally  decided  that  more  time  needed  to  be 
devoted  to  academic  priority  and  transition.  The  only  remaining 
solution  was  to  encourage  and  allow  basketball  student-athletes  to 
begin  earlier.  We  therefore  proposed  funding  attendance  during  the 
summer  prior  to  initial  enrollment. 

Summer  enrollment  would  allow  basketball  student-athletes  an 
opportunity  to  devote  their  primary  attention  to  academic  priorities 
and  to  develop  an  academic  foundation  free  from  the  pressures  and 
demands  of  competition,  travel  and  high  visibility.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  concept  of  summer  financial  aid  prior  to  initial  enrollment 
has  been  addressed  several  times  by  the  Association  and  has  failed 
many  feel  because  of  the  financial  implications  on  the  program  bud¬ 
gets.  The  working  group  did  discuss  the  possibility  that  the  As¬ 
sociation  explore  avenues  from  basketball  revenues  to  assist  institu¬ 
tions  in  financially  supporting  attendance  at  such  summer  sessions. 

As  it  turns  out,  what  was  finally  proposed  between  the  suggestion 
of  permissible  summer  athletic  financial  aid  and  Proposal  124 
regarding  the  eligibility  standards  to  be  met  after  the  first  fall  term, 
satisfies  the  original  merits  of  freshman  ineligibility,  which  were  to 
provide  a  reasonable  transition  time  for  student-athletes  to  absorb 
the  priority  of  academic  responsibility  and  then  to  meet  a  standard  of 
academic  performance  and  success  as  a  precursor  to  athletics  partic¬ 
ipation. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  summer  financial  aid  proposal 
is  one  of  many  interrelated  pieces  to  the  puzzle  of  changing  the  cul¬ 
ture  and  environment  surrounding  Division  I  men’s  basketball.  This 
piece  allows  us  to  begin  to  change  the  student-athletes’  focus  during 
the  first  term  on  campus  from  athletics  practice  and  play  to  nothing 
but  academic  preparedness,  good  study  habits,  time  and  stress  man¬ 
agement,  and  other  transitional  program  elements. 

Proposal  No.  123,  which  would  allow  nonqualifiers  to  receive  ath¬ 
letic  financial  aid,  is  a  piece  necessary  to  not  only  improve  access  to 
a  college  education,  but  also  to  prevent  compliance  violations  for  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  offered  summer  school  aid  and  who  eventually  are 
determined  to  be  nonqualifiers. 

We  faced  several  issues  with  the  timeliness  of  eligibility  certifi¬ 
cation  and  access  to  summer  school  financial  aid.  The  later  start  of  a 
season— Proposal  No.  126— is  a  piece  that  emphasizes  a  longer  focus 
on  academic  priorities  prior  to  the  start  of  practice  and  competition. 

The  continuing-eligibility  standard  in  Proposal  No.  124  provides 
the  piece  that  demands  a  more  central  concentration  on  academics, 
not  on  athletics.  It  rewards  desired  outcomes  of  academic  perfor¬ 
mance.  Our  working  group  has  taken  the  puzzle  out  of  the  box  and 
has  begun  to  assemble  its  individual  pieces.  We  encourage  and  wel¬ 
come  your  assistance  in  helping  to  define  each  piece  so  the  overall 
picture  of  the  change  can  be  completed.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Leland:  Thank  you.  Those  presentations  were  excellent. 
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We  have  time  for  eight  to  10  minutes  for  people  to  move  to  the  micro- 

p  fS  •K?d|.make  comments  or  ask  questions  of  the  panel.  Al]  of  us 
are  eligible  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  might  have 

By  the  way  anybody  who  is  in  the  back  and  would  like  to  sit  at  a 
more  comfortable  place,  there  are  ao„,e  seats  up  here  in  the  middle 
Feel  free  now  to  move.  You  will  not  embarrass  anybody  if  you  want 
“  "O'?  “  a  more  comfortable  place.  The  staff  is  Vying  to  brinTh, 
more  chatrs.  We  have  an  excellent  turnout  this  morning  Someone 
must  have  heard  I  was  speaking.  (Laughter)  g'  °°meone 

Now,  please  try  to  create  some  give  and  take.  We  are  not  pre¬ 
senting  a  fait  accompli,  we  are  presenting  a  package  in  small  pieces 
and  we  would  like  some  comments  on  it.  P 

=«mDeb°ra!,uY0W  {University  of  Maryland,  College  Park):  Could 
that  e  0n  ^  ue :  conin?lttee  please  comment  on  any  input  or  feedback 
Comm°tte5,g  r6Ce'Ve  fr°m  ^  NCAA  Student-Athlete  Advisory 

!Ur‘  lf  »nd:  1  don  t  think  we  have  received  any  yet 

Mr.  Mallonee:  During  the  deliberations  of  the  working  group 

fro™3!?  prT,utati°nS  fr°m  Various  outside  6r°ups — quite  a  ffev^of 

sss^isr ,ups  that  they hear  rr™>“ 

.  f'^’Osfudent-athletes-'— one  young  man  and  one  young  woman— 
met  with  the  working  group  and  discussed  areas  of  concern  and  had 
the  opportunity  to  provide  their  input  to  the  group  regarding  the  var 
10US  issues  that  had  been  outlined.  My  recollection,  Debbie  gwas  that 
the  presentation  focused  primarily  on  the  recruiting  aspects  oarticu- 

thaf  n°Uire°f  The1SSUeS  related  ta  ear,y  telephone  calls  and  things  of 
behalf  nf  t ha  fT!?  Q.  Tre  Pr7,lded  an  opportunity  and  did  speak  on 
it  ”jthe*.r  ?^dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee, 
nidentified  Delegate:  In  response  to  trying  to  make  summer 
academics  focused,  you  stated  that  it  might  be  problematic  in  tels 
of  coaches  making  it  mandatory  to  practice  on  campus.  How  do™ 
that  occur  voluntarily?  How  do  you  regulate  mandatory  practices 
unng  the  summer  if  you  have  freshmen  or  other  students Pwho  are 
staying  on  campus?  I  would  like  to  know  how  you  plan  to  regulate 

.,  ^r;  Leland:  How  do  we  plan  to  regulate  what  she  referred  to  as 

the  voluntary  mandatory  summer  work  out”? 

iq  r"  ®^aw:  First  of  all,  it  would  be  unwise  for  us  to  assume  that 
18-year-olds  are  so  exhausted  by  the  end  of  the  day  that  they  have 

wouldTeel  hahteir  ^ **  JuiceS’  Prabab>y  ‘  of  us  sitting  hera 
Id  feel  that  way.  So  we  intentionally  did  not  want  to  get  into  a 

Shat’’  hSS,0n  °f’  Iet’S  be  Sure  these  y°u"S  aren’t  playing  bas 
NC^’andTh^r  aSSUTed  they  Wi"  be-  We  also  assumed  thft  the 

ai-ethere  C0™P°"ent  institutions  can  abide  by  whatever  rules 

That  is  what  occurs  in  the  fall  before  the  basketball  season  starts 
Perhaps  some  of  you  are  cynical  about  that.  Nevertheless,  there  is  a 
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way  of  dealing  with  that.  Our  assumption  was  that  this  was  going  to 
be  fundamentally  academic,  that  these  young  people  would  have 
some  time — whether  on  their  own  or  in  small  groups — to  not  practice 
in  any  organized  way,  but  to  loan  their  support.  We  don’t  find  that  to 
be  a  problem — particularly  if  they  are  spending  eight  to  10  hours  a 
day  in  their  academic  endeavors. 

Mr.  Mallonee;  As  a  point  of  clarification,  in  the  Texas  proposal, 
there  is  a  prohibition  against  being  in  organized  activities.  That  is 
similar  to  the  current  legislation  that  relates  to  incoming  students 
getting  need-based  aid.  That  is  part  of  the  legislation. 

Obviously,  you  may  have  a  greater  number  of  kids  who  are  tak¬ 
ing  advantage  of  the  opportunity,  but  the  requirement  for  the  insti¬ 
tution  to  monitor  that  still  exists. 

Eugene  Doris  (Fairfield  University):  I  applaud  the  proactive 
work  of  the  group.  The  question  I  have  is  if  No.  120  goes  through 
immediately,  has  the  working  group  looked  into  how  many  institu¬ 
tions  have  programs  that  would  fit  the  legislation  and  what  type  of 
competitive  disadvantage  that  might  create  for  those  institutions 
that  do  not  have  programs  that  would  fit  the  legislation? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  1  don’t  know  that  the  committee  looked  specifi¬ 
cally  at  that  issue.  I  think  that  the  committee  felt  that  the  minimum 
was  six  hours  of  work  that  would  go  toward  any  degree  program  and 
that  all  institutions  should  have  the  opportunity  to  potentially  take 
advantage  of  the  proposal.  I  don’t  know  that  they  addressed  that 
issue  for  that  reason. 

Petrina  Long  (University  of  California,  Irvine):  In  the  follow-up 
to  that  last  comment,  in  California,  we  have  had  programs  for  over  20 
years  that  are  for  economically  disadvantaged  students.  In  fact, 
those  programs  are  often  called  “bridge”  programs. 

Many  of  our  summer  preparatory  programs  for  outreach  students 
do  not  include  credit  hours  toward  graduation.  I  would  ask  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  just  understand  that  so  we  are  not  put  in  the  position  of  cre¬ 
ating  a  separate  program. 

I  realize  this  will  be  a  monitoring  problem,  but  I  would  think  that 
you  want  to  use  the  successful  programs  that  we  already  have  for 
mainstream  students  on  our  campuses.  I  would  urge  you  to  take  a 
look  at  that. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  Maybe  this  is  clarified  somewhere. 
Didn’t  the  students  have  to  pass  the  courses  in  the  summer?  Are 
there  any  regulations  as  they  begin?  What  does  that  mean?  Is  this 
now  24  plus  6  that  has  to  be  completed  by  the  second  year? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  First  of  all,  it  relates  to  this  proposal,  which  obvi¬ 
ously  is  permissive  in  nature  to  provide  the  aid.  There  is  a  separate 
proposal  from  the  working  group  that  would  require  qualifiers  to  be 
certified  at  the  end  of  the  first  semester  and  to  make  progress  to  at 
least  successfully  complete  12  hours  of  degree  credit  with  the  2.0,  and 
they  could  use  summer  work. 

Then  they  would  be  recertified  after  the  first  year  based  on  the 
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24  hours,  not  on  additional  hours.  So  the  idea  was  that  they  could  get 
a  head  start  by  going  to  summer  school  and  start  laying  the  proper 
academic  foundation.  It  wasn’t  increasing  the  number  of  hours  they 
needed  for  the  first  year. 

Judy  Devine  (Kent  State  University):  The  other  part  of  having 
that  criteria  at  the  end  of  the  fall  term  is  to  provide  the  early-warn¬ 
ing  system  to  catch  kids  before  they  get  into  such  a  deep  hole  that 
they  cannot  recover.  So  it  was  a  combination.  If  the  students  choose 
to  go  to  the  summer  term,  then  they  can  reflect  those  hours  plus  the 
fall  term  in  terms  of  their  eligibility. 

Jerry  Kingston  (Arizona  State  University):  I  fully  support  the 
concept  of  summer  school  financial  aid  for  students.  I  want  to  try  to 
identify  some  issues  that  perhaps  will  make  that  more  palatable  to 
the  group.  One  of  the  concerns  that  I  have  is  the  award  of  financial 
aid  is  for  nonqualifiers,  which  is  part  of  the  package  that  was  cor¬ 
rectly  pointed  out.  Because  of  the  eligibility  certification  timeliness, 
it  would  not  be  possible  to  know  for  certain  the  eligibility  status  of 
the  incoming  freshman  before  arrangements  needed  to  be  made. 

The  Southeastern  Conference  has  an  amendment  that  says  we 
will  deal  with  their  problem  by  saying  you  have  to  be  a  partial  or  a 
full  qualifier.  I  find  that  problematic  again  because  of  the  timing 
issue.  But  there  may  be  some  folks  who  will  vote  against  this  pro¬ 
posal  because  they  are  concerned  about  the  award  of  financial  aid  to 
nonqualifiers. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  committee  would  be  willing  to  consider 
redefining  the  concept  of  when  an  initial  full-time  enrollment  is  trig¬ 
gered.  For  many  other  rules,  we  don’t  consider  to  have  that  happen 
in  the  summer.  So  we  could  allow  the  student-athletes  to  come  in  on 
athletically  related  aid  for  the  summer,  sort  out  their  eligibility  sta¬ 
tus  later,  and  not  have  institutional  violations  as  a  result  of  learning 
later  that  you  had  awarded  financial  aid  to  nonqualifiers.  I  think 
that  would  help  sell  the  package.  I  offer  that  as  a  positive  idea. 
Thank  you. 

Race  Bergman  (Middle  Tennessee  State  University):  If  you 
passed  this  for  basketball,  won’t  there  be  some  quick  lawsuits  from 
other  sports  that  they  would  want  to  be  in  that  also? 

Judy  Devine  (Kent  State  University):  There  are  several  of  these 
suggestions  that  we  hope  would  be  a  model  for  other  sports.  Our 
charge  was  to  address  one  sport  only.  If  it  is  a  good  idea  and  if  it 
works,  then  certainly  I  think  the  membership  should  look  at  a  lot  of 
these  things  and  say  if  it  is  good  for  that  one,  it  probably  should  be 
good  for  this  one. 

Mr.  Bergman:  1  will  be  very  brief.  Regarding  tying  this  in  with 
graduation  rates....  I  am  in  favor  of  graduation  rates.  When  you  start 
dealing  with  typical  state  universities  for  first-generation  college  stu¬ 
dents,  and  we  talk  about  decentralization  of  power  now  within  the 
NCAA,  and  then  you  immediately  superimpose  reward  structures  for 
graduation  rates,  it  bothers  me  to  some  extent  because  we  should  be 
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dealing  with  the  ethics  of  the  institutions  and  dealing  with  fairness 
in  regard  to  that  instead  of  taking  kids  off  the  market  for  reward 
assistance. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  Our  legal  counsel  will  review  and  has  reviewed 
each  of  these  proposals  and  will  report  to  the  full  Management 
Council  in  April.  The  issue  that  you  raised  about  the  impact  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  proposal  on  one  set  of  students  and  having  the  appropriate 
data  has  not  been  lost  on  legal  counsel.  Things  like  that  will  be 
raised  at  the  appropriate  time. 

Mr.  Shaw:  I  think  the  second  question  our  colleague  asked  real¬ 
ly  plagued  us.  We  were  running  out  of  time— not  with  thoughts,  but 
we  were  running  out  of  time.  I  think  you  can  make  a  very  good  case 
for  a  substitute  for  graduation. 

We  were  unable  in  the  time  period  that  we  had  to  do  that.  First 
of  all,  I  am  in  favor  of  rewards  and  punishments.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  think  the  rewards  and  the  punishments  are  not  extreme  enough. 

I  think  the  programs  that  are  putting  the  students  in  good  stand¬ 
ing  should  be  rewarded  and  those  that  really  are  not  should  be  pun¬ 
ished.  But  the  problem,  as  1  think  you  are  saying,  is  that  from  a  state 
university  and  a  lot  of  other  places,  there  is  enough  turnover  in  reg¬ 
ular  students  that  it  is  very  hard  to  justify  the  graduation  rate  as  the 
criterion. 

One  of  the  possibilities  that  the  Management  Council  could  look 
at  would  be  to  substitute  good  standing.  I  wouldn't  believe  that  good 
standing  meant  what  the  NCAA  now  says  you  have  to  have  to  be  eli¬ 
gible.  For  example,  at  Syracuse,  we  are  looking  at  a  proposal  that 
says  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  students  have  to  be  in  good  standing. 
That  means  they  will  have  to  have  passed  30  hours  or  more.  That  is 
60  hours  at  the  end  of  the  second  year  and  90  and  so  on. 

t  If  the  student  leaves  for  a  variety  of  good  reasons  to  them,  and 
lets  assume  there  are  some  very  good  reasons  to  them,  they  are  not 
having  left  as  not  being  students,  they  left  for  other  reasons.  I  think 
that  is  one  of  the  areas  that  I  am  sure  the  Management  Council  will 
want  to  look  at. 

I  would  hope  that  the  concept  of  holding  us  accountable  as  insti¬ 
tutions— whether  it  is  good  standing  or  graduations— that  that  con¬ 
cept  is  upheld. 

Carolyn  Campbell  (Ivy  Group):  To  follow  up  that  question 
about  other  sports,  I  was  wondering  if  there  is  any  data  other  than 
graduation  rates  that  show  we  should  give  basketball  players  in  par¬ 
ticular  this  advantage.  There  are  certainly  other  sports  that  have 
comparable  graduation  rates. 

What  kind  of  data  are  there  to  show  that  this  additional  work  in 
the  summer  is  going  to  really  help  the  basketball  graduation  rates? 

Mr.  Shaw:  I  can  only  speak  to  the  first  part  of  that  question. 
The  second  part— what  kind  of  data  would  show  that  this  would  be 
advantageous— would  have  to  be  anecdotal.  Many  of  us  have  prob¬ 
lems  that  bring  students  in  during  the  summer  and  they  do  quite 
well.  That  is  anecdotal. 
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Regarding  the  first  question  of  why  is  basketball  different?  I 
think  that  there  are  people  here  who  can  talk  about  the  graduation 
rates  as  being  different. 

There  is  a  second  reason  why  the  NCAA  put  together  a  group  of 
29  people  for  basketball.  That  is  not  because  basketball  in  some  way 
is  just  going  under.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  doing  very  well.  But  bas¬ 
ketball  was  singled  out  because,  as  I  understand  it,  92  percent  of  the 
revenue  for  the  NCAA,  and  much  of  the  revenue  for  your  programs, 
comes  from  that  sport.  For  us  to  have  students  who  are  not  doing 
well  academically  hurts  a  lot  more  in  that  area  than  it  does  in  others. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  Carolyn,  I  do  think  we  have  talked  to  our 
research  staff,  and  as  Chancellor  Shaw  said,  a  lot  of  it  is  anecdotal. 
There  are  some  studies  that  I  believe  would  lend  some  support. 
There  is  some  evidence  that  the  people  do  get  a  head  start  and  grad¬ 
uate  on  a  more  timely  manner  if  they  are  allowed  to  get  summer 
financial  aid.  I  think  there  are  some  out  there.  It  is  probably  a  vari¬ 
ety  of  ways  that  that  has  been  studied. 

Eugene  Doris  (Fairfield  University):  If  No.  123  doesn’t  pass 
with  regard  to  giving  aid  to  nonqualifiers,  would  that  move  120-A? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  No,  it  would  not.  No.  123  basically  would  be  giv¬ 
ing  the  ability  to  get  aid  during  the  first  academic  year.  If  it  were  not 
to  pass,  it  would  not  impact  the  ability  of  someone  who  is  not  certi¬ 
fied  in  the  summer  prior  to  the  initial  enrollment  to  receive  aid  dur¬ 
ing  that  time  period. 

Mr.  Leland:  Let's  move  on  to  our  next  presentation,  and  that 
has  to  do  with  Nos.  99-121  and  122. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  We  have  touched  a  little  bit  on  those  in  our  first 
discussion.  The  proposals  here  are  actually  six  proposals.  There  are 
four  proposals  that  relate  to  99-121  and  deal  with  counters  or  overall 
limits  in  the  sport  of  men’s  basketball  and  two  proposals  that  deal 
with  the  establishment  of  initial  counters  in  men’s  basketball. 

As  it  has  been  mentioned,  these  are  models  that  are  attempting 
to  provide  some  accountability  and  some  incentive  and  effort  to  hope¬ 
fully  increase  graduation  rates.  The  diversity  of  these  proposals 
includes  one  that  was  developed  by  the  working  group.  Proposal  No. 
99- 12.1 -A  would  establish  an  incentive-based  model  whereby  finan¬ 
cial  aid  awards  would  be  based  on  an  institution’s  graduation  rates 
on  a  four-year  average. 

The  gi  aduation  rate  would  be  calculated  in  the  same  way  you 
now  arc  required  to  by  the  Department  of  Education  for  meeting 
NCAA  graduation  rates.  However,  you  would  be  able  to  exclude  ath¬ 
letes  who  had  left  the  institution  in  good  academic  standing — those 

athletes  who  may  have  transferred  or  departed  early  to  the  NBA _ 

but  return  and  be  academically  eligible. 

They  are  allowed  to  be  excluded  from  that  calculation.  In  accor¬ 
dance  with  the  calculations,  schools  that  have  a  graduation  rate  of  75 
percent  or  higher  in  the  sport  of  men’s  basketball  would  be  able  to 
receive  an  additional  grant,  or  a  14th  counter,  if  you  will.  Those  that 


are  below  32  percent— that  is  the  punishment— will  be  12.  They  will 
be  required  to  reduce  their  grants-in-aid  by  one,  from  13,  which  is  the 
current  rule,  to  12.  Those  between  33  and  75  would  maintain  the  13. 
There  is  a  caveat  that  an  institution  could  lose  no  more  than  one 
grant  oi  retain  no  more  than  one  grant  in  any  given  academic  year. 

You  have  three  alternative  proposals.  The  first  one,  99-121-B, 
comes  from  the  SEC  and  that  differs  from  the  working  group  pro- 
posal.  First  of  all,  it  would  apply  to  all  sports.  Second  of  all,  it  does 
not  base  the  award  on  the  graduation  rate. 

What  it  does  is  require  institutions  to  continue  to  count  student- 
athletes  who  depart  the  institution’s  team  who  were  not  in  good  aca¬ 
demic  standing.  So  if  they  leave  the  team  and  they  would  not  have 
been  eligible  had  they  returned  the  next  year,  those  individuals 
would  have  to  continue  to  count  for  all  the  remaining  seasons  of  com¬ 
petition  that  they  have.  So  if  they  were  entering  in  the  four  years, 
they  would  continue  for  a  four-year  period.  If  there  were  two-year 
college  transfers,  it  would  be  for  a  two-year  period.  So  the  institution 
would  still  be  held  accountable  for  their  scholarship. 

Alternative  Proposal  99-121-C,  which  is  coming  from  the  Big  Ten, 
is  somewhat  similar  to  the  one  I  just  mentioned  from  the  SEC  with  a 
couple  of  exceptions.  First  of  ail,  institutions  would  continue  to  count 
student-athletes  who  depart  the  institution  as  opposed  to  the  team. 
If  a  student-athlete  left  the  institution  and  was  not  in  good  academ¬ 
ic  standing,  then  they  would  continue  to  have  to  count  for  the  remain¬ 
ing  seasons  of  competition — leaving  the  institution  as  opposed  to 
leaving  the  team.  The  Big  Ten  proposal  only  relates  to  Division  1 
men’s  basketball  and  not  in  all  sports. 

The  final  alternative  proposal  in  No.  121  is  somewhat  an  offshoot 
of  the  working  group  proposal  being  submitted  by  the  Pac-10.  It  dif¬ 
fers  from  the  working  proposal  only  to  the  degree  that  it  only  estab¬ 
lishes  two  tiers.  It  doesn’t  impose  any  punishment  for  a  lower  grad¬ 
uation  rate.  It  would  reward  an  institution  that  has  a  graduation  rate 
that  is  75  percent  or  over  with  14  grants.  Below  75  percent,  the  insti¬ 
tutions  would  continue  to  be  able  to  still  award  13. 

There  are  two  proposals  that  relate  to  the  establishment  of  initial 
counters.  There  is  one  coming  from  the  working  group,  which  is  99- 
122-A.  Again,  this  was  an  effort  by  the  group  to  address  the  concerns 
related  to  high  attrition  rates.  This  proposal  would  establish  a  limit 
of  four  on  the  initial  grants  that  an  institution  could  provide  in  the 
sport  of  men’s  basketball  during  any  given  academic  year.  It  has  an 
effective  date  of  August  1, 2001.  To  provide  an  appropriate  time  peri¬ 
od  to  prepare  for  that,  there  is  an  alternative  proposal  being  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  Ivy  Group  that  would  exclude  individuals  who  are  receiv¬ 
ing  non-athletically  related  aid  from  being  included  as  one  of  the  four 
included  as  a  counter.  Those  are  the  six  proposals  that  relate  to  insti¬ 
tutional  financial  aid  limits. 

I  will  turn  it  over  to  David  to  make  a  few  comments,  and  then  we 
will  have  discussion. 
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David  Knight  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Greensboro): 
Thanks,  Steve.  The  working  group  took  very  seriously  the  charge  of 
the  presidents  that  we  alter  the  culture  of  basketball  in  regard  to 
improving  academic  performance  of  basketball  student-athletes. 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  prevailing  sentiment  of  the  working 
group  is  that  Proposals  99-120  through  125— in  the  form  they  came 
from  the  working  group — should  be  viewed  as  a  package  aimed  at 
improving  academic  attainment  of  basketball  players. 

Proposals  121  and  122  recommended  limits  in  the  overall  num¬ 
ber  of  grants-in-aid  in  basketball  and  recommended  limits  in  the 
maximum  number  of  grants-in-aid  allowable  in  any  one  year. 
Graduation  rates  in  men’s  basketball  are  among  the  lowest  of  any 
sport  in  the  NCAA,  and  graduation  rates  for  transfers  among  men’s 
basketball  players  arc  even  lower.  They  are  among  the  lowest  for  any 
sports  group  in  our  Association. 

The  working  group  felt  that  Propositions  121  and  122  taken 
together  would  have  a  beneficial  effect  on  academic  performance  of 
basketball  players  for  reasons  that  I  will  outline.  All  available  data 
indicate  that  there  is  a  large  amount  of  transferring  and  other  types 
of  attrition  in  Division  I  basketball. 

The  incidents  of  transferring  is  greatest  in  the  higher-profile  con¬ 
ferences.  The  working  group  feels  that  the  scholarship  agreement 
between  institutions  and  recruited  basketball  players  in  Division  T 
has  in  too  many  instances  become  a  devalued  commodity. 

On  the  one  hand,  due  to  various  dissatisfactions,  a  disturbingly 
large  number  of  student-athletes  initiate  efforts  to  transfer.  On  the 
other  hand,  for  various  reasons,  a  disturbingly  large  number  of  coach¬ 
es  often  urge  student-athletes  to  transfer  and  these  coaches  are 
rather  active  in  helping  these  student-players  to  transfer. 

For  whatever  reason,  when  basketball  players  do  transfer,  they 
become  statistically  grouped  with  student-athletes  who  are  least 
likely  to  graduate.  The  working  group  has  sought  to  reduce  the 
instance  of  transferring  into  Division  I  basketball  and  to  reinvest 
value  in  the  scholarship  agreement. 

One  of  the  ways  to  do  this  is  to  limit  the  number  of  initial  schol¬ 
arships  as  in  Proposal  No.  122.  If  there  is  an  upper  limit  on  the  num¬ 
ber  of  initial  scholarships,  coaches  may  have  to  exercise  more  care  in 
their  offers.  The  student-athletes  may  find  it  harder  to  transfer  if  the 
programs  to  which  they  wish  to  move  to  do  not  have  available  offers. 
Players  are  more  likely  to  remain  at  one  institution  and  all  our  sta¬ 
tistics  indicate  they  will  thus  have  a  greater  likelihood  of  academic 
success  as  measured  by  graduation. 

In  Proposal  No.  121,  the  working  group  proposes  an  incentive 
plan  that  ties  the  total  number  of  basketball  scholarships  in  an  insti¬ 
tution  to  the  graduation  rates  of  players,  The  working  group  feels 
that  such  a  plan  will  also  work  to  reinvest  value  in  the  scholarship 
arena.  If  coaches  stand  to  increase  the  total  number  of  allowed  schol¬ 
arships  by  graduating  their  players  or  to  lose  a  scholarship  if  their 
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no^  £raduate,  then  they  will  likely  exercise  more  care  in 
offering  their  limited  number  of  scholarships  per  year  to  student-ath¬ 
letes  who  have  a  good  likelihood  to  graduate. 

Now,  some  comments  about  the  compilation  of  graduation  rates, 
because  it  is  important  to  the  discussion.  Graduation  rates  for  schol¬ 
arship  basketball  players  are  calculated  six  years  after  their  initial 
enrollment.  Suppose,  for  example,  a  school  gave  four  initial  grants  in 
1989  and  six  years  later  two  of  these  four  individuals  graduated  for 
this  entering  class,  the  graduation  rate  would  be  50  percent.  The  six- 
year  graduation  rates  for  subsequent  entering  classes  would  be  com¬ 
puted  in  the  same  way.  A  four-year  average  of  these  six-year  gradu¬ 
ation  rates  would  then  be  determined.  It  is  this  four-year  average 
that  would  be  the  basis  for  determining  the  total  number  of  grants- 
in-aid  permitted  for  an  institution. 

For  successive  years,  a  rolling  four-year  average  would  be  main¬ 
tained.  The  working  group  recognizes  that  some  transferring  and 
some  other  attrition  is  bound  to  occur,  and  we  recommend  that  insti¬ 
tutions  not  be  penalized  in  these  calculations  if  the  student  left  the 
li  rst  institu  tiori  in  good  academic  standing.  If  the  leaving  player  were 
eligible  to  compete  at  the  first  institution  had  he  remained,  then  this 
transfer  student  would  not  be  counted  in  the  graduation  rates  for 
purposes  of  121.  That  would  affect  the  size  of  the  denominator  in  the 
calculations. 

The  working  group  feels  that  the  limitations  on  the  number  of 
initial  counters  as  in  Proposal  No.  122  is  key.  They  are  very  impor¬ 
tant  in  this  issue  and  in  combination  with  121  will  ultimately  be 
instrumental  in  increasing  graduation  rates  of  basketball  players. 

The  high  number  of  transfers  in  men’s  basketball  players  should 
he  reduced.  The  institutions  would  be  encouraged  to  recruit  student- 
athletes  who  can  succeed  academically  at  their  institutions,  and  we 
would  expect  the  men’s  basketball  graduation  rates  to  increase 
because  coaches  and  member  institutions  would  have  a  direct  incen¬ 
tive  to  increase  graduation  rates. 

Joe  Wyatt  (Vanderbilt  University):  I  rise  to  make  a  few  com¬ 
ments  about  this  proposal  and  to  say  a  few  words  about  the 
ooutheastern  Conference  proposal. 

First  of  all,  I  think  it  has  been  stated  already,  but  I  certainly 
believe  that  this  proposal  will  not  restrict  itself  to  basketball.  It  will 
e>therbe  expanded  initially  to  include  all  sports  or  the  other  sports 
will  fall  into  some  sort  of  sequence.  I  think  that  we  need  to  keep  that 
very  much  in  mind. 

1  would  also  say  that  this  matter,  as  I  see  it,  does  not  relate  just 
to  athletics.  Athletics  are  cherished.  Athletics  are  revered  by  so 
many  of  the  population  in  this  country  that,  in  fact,  it  is  going  to 
affect  academic  performance  and  the  standards  for  academic  perfor¬ 
mance  at  every  college  and  university  and  at  every  K  through  12 

I  am  particularly  addressing  the  K  through  12  issue.  Right  now. 
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this  country  has  serious  problems  with  its  K  through  12  system.  I 
don’t  need  to  relate  those  to  you.  You  all  know  about  them.  They  are 
so  serious,  in  fact,  that  all  of  the  presidential  candidates  at  the  pre¬ 
sent  time  are  including  education  as  one  of  their  top  issues  to 
address.  The  reason  they  are  doing  this  is  that  they  are  getting  that 
response  from  the  political  mechanisms  that  will  cause  them  to  be 
elected.  I  think  that  the  difficulty  that  I  have  more  than  any  other 
with  this  proposal  can  be  seen  from  the  illustration  before  you.  It 
says  that  par  for  the  course  would  be  two-thirds  of  your  basketball 
players  do  not  graduate.  I  think  that  is  simply  unacceptable.  Let  me 
just  put  it  in  another  term.  Suppose  we  were  to  be  interpreted  as  tak¬ 
ing  a  position  and  saying  it  is  okay  if  two-thirds  of  the  high-school 
basketball  players  who  entered  high  school  as  freshmen  did  not  grad¬ 
uate  from  high  school  or  middle  school. 

This  is  simply  something  that  cannot  be  defended  in  terms  of  the 
real  purposes  of  our  colleges  and  universities  in  my  view.  I  think  that 
one  of  the  weaknesses  that  “Buzz”  Shaw  has  already  pointed  out  is 
the  calculations  are  a  tricky  way  of  calculating  graduation  rates.  It 
makes  it  somewhat  more  difficult. 

That  takes  us  to  a  proposal  that  the  Southeastern  Conference 
passed  nine  to  zero  with  one  abstention  among  the  universities.  I 
would  just  say  as  a  sidebar  that  this  is  a  difficult  issue.  I  want  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  committee,  and  “Buzz”  in  particular  who  has  worked 
hard  on  this.  “Buzz”  is  a  valued  colleague. 

I  have  been  the  chancellor  at  Vanderbilt  for  18  years,  and  “Buzz” 
has  been  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin  and  now  Syracuse,  giving 
him  both  public  and  private  university  experience.  I  have  attended, 

I  believe,  every  one  of  the  NCAA  meetings  for  18  years.  This  was  a 
problem  18  years  ago — this  business  of  the  academic  performance  of 
our  athletes-— and  it  continues  to  be  a  problem.  I  must  say  I  don’t 
believe  it  has  gotten  better. 

It  is  very  clear  that  there  is  a  division  among  the  academic  side 
of  the  university  and  the  athletics  side  of  the  university  for  entirely 
understandable  reasons.  Our  proposal  in  the  Southeastern  Confer¬ 
ence,  as  it  was  winning  its  way  through,  was  generally  opposed  by  the 
athletics  directors  and  generally  approved  by  the  faculty  representa¬ 
tives. 

It  took  the  presidents  of  the  universities  to  sort  this  out.  That  is 
where  the  buck  stops  on  this  issue.  It  is  related  to  the  standing  of  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  in  our  society.  We  are  a  privileged  group  of 
institutions.  We  are  charitable  entities.  People  who  give  us  money 
get  tax  deductions.  We  are  revered  because  of  our  role  in  training 
young  people  for  the  future  of  the  country.  I  would  say  to  you  that  the 
requirements  for  a  productive  citizen  for  the  21st  century  in  terms  of 
having  a  job,  having  a  career,  are  going  to  be  much  more  dependent 
on  their  academic  qualifications  than  they  have  ever  been  before. 

We  must  not  preserve  the  status  quo,  we  have  to  take  the  require¬ 
ments  up  a  notch  that  we  total  for  our  students  to  graduate  from  high 
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school,  college  or  any  other  level  of  educational  experience.  I  think 
that  we  will  be  in  a  situation  with  a  proposal  that  says  it  is  all  right 
for  two-thirds  of  our  athletes  not  to  graduate,  where  it  could  be — and 
I  would  say  successfully— argued  that  that  puts  this  whole  enterprise 
into  a  situation  where  it  is  virtually  unrelated  to  the  educational 
process.  It  is  an  unrelated  business.  Fine,  if  you  want  to  have  a  busi¬ 
ness  like  that;  but  not  fine  if  you  want  to  be  a  university  and  host  a 
business  like  that. 

In  summary,  I  hope  you  will  have  other  forums  in  which  to  dis¬ 
cuss  this.  I  would  urge  the  committee  to  consider  the  proposal  that 
is  really  very  straightforward  from  the  Southeastern  Conference  as 
modified  somewhat  by  the  Big  Ten  and  others  to  judge  the  perfor¬ 
mance  of  athletes  on  the  basis  of  their  academic  standing  at  any 
point  in  time;  to  motivate  the  coaches  to  require  that  the  students  are 
attending  class  and  doing  their  academic  work  every  day  of  every 
semester  of  every  year. 

Having  said  that,  if  the  student  does  not  stay  in  good  academic 
standing,  then  the  institution  loses  the  scholarship  in  that  sport  until 
that  student  would  have  graduated.  It  is  straightforward;  it  is  sim¬ 
ple.  I  would  admit  that  it  relies  on  the  integrity  of  the  institution  and 
the  courses  they  consider  as  adequate  requirements  for  graduation. 
But  anything  we  do  is  going  to  rely  on  that. 

Therefore,  I  think  that  it  really  is  a  matter  that  deals  with  the 
integrity  of  our  colleges  and  universities.  I  congratulate  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  considering  it  in  that  light.  It  is  very  clear  from  the  statements 
that  Chancellor  Shaw  has  made  that  he  considers  it  that  way, 

I  would  urge  more  to  really  look  at  this  from  the  attitude  of  not 
just  athletics  but  education  in  the  largest  sense  and  its  role  in  this 
society.  Thank  you. 

Steve  Holton  (Northern  Arizona  University):  While  I  commend 
the  committee,  I  also  have  some  concerns  in  that  time  the  graduation 
rate  for  scholarships  may  lead  us  to  putting  student-athletes  into  cer¬ 
tain  academic  programs  that  maybe  are  not  their  first  choice  to  main¬ 
tain  that  good  standing. 

I  also  have  concerns  that  it  may  proliferate  our  opportunities  to 
make  sure  that  the  students  complete  their  course  work  in  good 
standing  by  the  university  before  they  leave.  If  they  are  going  to 
transfer  and  they  are  not  in  good  standing,  I  would  be  concerned 
about  how  it  may  be  initiating  the  process  to  allow  them  to  leave  in 
good  standing.  Thank  you. 

Josephine  R.  Potuto  (University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln):  I  also 
would  like  to  commend  the  committee  for  the  hard  work  and  the  real¬ 
ly  thoughtful  set  of  proposals.  But  in  addition,  I  want  to  express  some 
dogmatic  sentiments  about  the  fast  tracking  of  this— what  I  think 
hasn’t  been  a  good  service  to  the  deliberative  process,  particularly  on 
the  campuses  when  we  received  proposals  on  the  26th  of  December 
and  were  supposed  to  be  responding  in  a  very,  very  short  period  of 
time.  I  actually  have  two  questions. 
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One  is  general  and  it  relates  to  the  comments  I  just  made.  What 
is  the  process  from  here  out?  On  some  of  these  proposals  that  we  see 
in  Nebraska,  we  like  pieces  of  one  and  pieces  of  another.  If  the 
Management  Council  could  opt  simply  to  vote  upward  or  down  based 
on  conference  directions,  then  at  least  in  Nebraska  we  don't  think  we 
are  going  to  get  necessarily  the  best  proposal, 

I  think  there  are  a  number  of  suggestions  to  the  committee  to 
consider  “A”  or  consider  “B”  or  consider  “C”.  At  least  in  Nebraska,  we 
don’t  understand  how  those  things  are  going  to  be  considered  and 
moved  in  the  process.  I  would  appreciate  some  assistance  with  that. 

The  particular  question  I  have  is  with  respect  to  122-A  and  the 
limitation  on  initial  counters.  As  we  read  this,  there  is  no  exception 
for  situations  such  as  the  career  entries  or  the  elimination  of  the 
degree  program  on  a  campus  that  might  lead  someone,  a  player,  to 
leave  the  team  but  would  not  have  any  relationship  to  trying  to  drive 
out  a  player  or  run  them  in  and  run  them  out. 

Presently,  if  that  is  the  correct  understanding  of  that  proposal,  we 
are  opposed  to  the  proposal  because  there  is  no  counting  for  situa¬ 
tions  such  as  that  that  are  not  really,  we  think,  in  the  intent  of  what 
the  committee  is  attempting  to  do.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  I  will  try  to  address  both  of  your  questions.  The 
first  one,  in  terms  of  the  process — you  mentioned  December  27th — 
the  initial  proposals  that  were  supported  by  the  working  group  as 
well  as  whatever  alternative  proposals  that  had  been  received  as  of 
the  October  Management  Council  meeting,  were  distributed  for  com¬ 
ment  to  the  membership  in  early  November  with  a  60-day  deadline 
being  December  28  as  the  last  date  in  which  all  institutions  could 
comment.  There  was  a  time  period  there. 

Now,  what  is  going  to  happen,  is  that  the  remainder  of  the  alter¬ 
native  proposals  that  were  allowed  to  be  submitted  up  through  mid- 
December  as  well  as  the  proposals  that  currently  were  out  there,  they 
are  all  going  to  go  out  again  for  another  time  period.  They  are  going 
to  come  back  to  the  Management  Council  in  April. 

I  hope,  and  I  think  what  the  group  hopes,  is  that  people  do  take 
them  seriously  and  they  will  pay  attention  to  the  comments.  There 
may  be  bits  and  pieces  of  a  variety  of  proposals  that  people  support 
or  would  not  support.  All  of  that  will  be  considered  in  trying  to  decide 
whether  it  is  appropriate  to  move  one  or  parts  of  one  or  more  of  the 
proposals  forward. 

Ms.  Potuto:  Steve,  can  I  interrupt? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  Yes. 

Ms.  Potuto:  How  will  we  do  that  here  for  the  Big  12  Conference 
in  Nebraska?  We  are  saying  we  like  this  piece  of  this  proposal  and 
this  piece  of  this  proposal  and  we  would  like  them  grouped.  If  we  do, 
will  that  be  out  in  time  for  the  other  institutions  to  take  a  look  and 
see  if  they  agree  with  the  particular  modification? 

Mr.  Mallonee:  It  will  be  hard.  What  will  generally  happen  is 
each  of  the  conferences  will  organize  a  manner  in  which  they  review 


all  of  the  proposals.  Each  of  the  conferences  will  submit  its  comment 
through  the  process  to  the  Management  Council,  so  hopefully  your 
conference  will  organize  something  where  you  all  have  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  read  some  consensus  of  which  of  the  proposals  you  support 
and  parts  of  them.  It  will  be  up  to  the  Management  Council  and,  obvi¬ 
ously  the  staff,  to  shepherd  the  comments  and  to  organize  them. 

The  other  thing  that  poses  some  difficulty— and  it  has  been 
raised  here  is  that  some  of  the  alternative  proposals,  depending  on 
it  they  are  approved  or  not,  may  render  parts  of  other  ones  moot.  It 
will  be  our  responsibility  to  make  sure  that  we  order  them  properly 
and  they  are  considered  in  the  proper  order  by  the  Management 
Council  if  that  happens. 

Ms.  Potuto:  I  guess  you  have  not  made  me  aware  about  the 
process,  unless  I  missed  something  there  and  I  have  not  heard  cor¬ 
rectly.  I  still  don’t  see  how... .  Let’s  say  the  Big  Ten  Conference 
decides  to  propose  a  piece  of  one  proposal  and  a  piece  of  another.  They 
are  set  on  that,  and  that  is  what  their  Management  Council  repre¬ 
sentatives  were  told. 

The  Management  Council  meeting  in  April  is— and  correct  me  if 
lam  wrong— the  final  vote  on  these  proposals.  When  will  the  Big  12 
Conference  have  the  opportunities  as  a  conference  to  look  at  what  the 
Big  Ten  has  said  and  consider  it? 

If  it  is  the  representatives  of  the  Management  Council— if  I 
understand  the  operation  of  the  Management  Council— in  this  task 
there  may  not  be  that  much  leeway  in  the  representatives  of  the 
Management  Council  to  respond  differently  from  the  direction  that 
the  conference  had  taken  going  in. 

David  Berst  (NCAA  Staff):  I  want  to  note  that  probably  there 
are  two  ways.  One  is  the  conferences  can  communicate  with  each 
other  as  we  go  through  the  interim  period.  In  the  formal  process,  the 
agenda  materials  related  to  the  Management  Council  meeting  have 

to  go  out  a  month  ahead  of  time. 

So  you  are  going  to  make  the  deadline  to  get  it  out.  That  is  specif- 
jcaHy  for  the  purposes  of  getting  that  material  to  the  conference 
offices  for  sharing  and  communicating  them  with  the  Management 
Council  members  who  represent  the  Council.  I  think  there  are  sev¬ 
eral  opportunities  to  communicate  with  the  Management  Council. 

Mr.  Leland:  In  addition  to  that,  Gene  Smith  at  Iowa  State  is 
chairman  of  a  subcommittee  of  the  Management  Council  whose  task 
it  is  to  help  us,  all  of  us,  particularly  the  Management  Council  to 
shepherd  these  ideas  through.  I  am  sure  if  all  else  fails,  you  can  talk 
to  Gene.  He  will  probably  spend  the  next  few  months  of  his  life  on 
that.  Gene  Smith  humbly  volunteered  for  the  job  to  shepherd  this 
through. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  The  last  thing  I  have  to  add  to  that,  is  that  if  the 
Management  Council  would  support  something  in  April,  or  a  combi¬ 
nation  of  something  that  increases  the  scope  of  what  one  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  proposals  is  right  now,  it  would  be  obligated  in  the  process  to 
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send  that  back  out  for  comments. 

As  for  your  other  question,  your  observation  is  correct.  Under  the 
draft  of  the  legislation,  there  really  wasn’t  an  exception  built  in  to 
address  some  of  the  things  you  did.  It  isn’t  a  steadfast  limit  of  four 
initial  during  any  academic  year. 

Dennis  Thomas  (Samford  University):  What  information  was 
used  to  determine  adding,  meeting  and  maintaining  the  percentages 
in  regard  to  the  scholarships? 

?!r'uKnight:  We  had  a  comPilation  of  graduation  rates  that  the 
NCAA  has  published,  that  I  can  summarize  fairly  accurately  Of  the 
308  or  so  Division  I  schools  in  1997,  about  103  or  104  or  105  were 
graduating  basketball  players  at  a  rate  less  than  30  percent.  About 
60  percent  of  the  Division  I  basketball  programs  were  graduating 
basketball  players  below  50  percent.  As  Chancellor  Shaw  has  indi¬ 
cated,  there  was  give  and  take  in  the  discussion,  and  some  people 
wanted  thresholds  established  at  different  places.  I  think  that  the 
33-percent  threshold  was  established  just  because  the  other  third  of 
the  schools  are  graduating  a  little  more  than  30  percent  of  the  bas¬ 
ketball  players.  The  onus  to  be  gained  by  graduating  about  75  per- 
cent,  the  discussion  there  had  to  do  with  other  parts  of  the  package 
that  we  are  talking  about  here. 

If  we  are  going  to  have  an  alternative  compilation  method  that 
gives  credit  to  the  schools  that  have  people  who  are  leaving  in  good 
standing,  then  automatically  the  graduation  rates  will  fit  in  the  cal¬ 
culation,  So  the  compromised  position  in  the  discussion  was  about 
three-quarters.  That  is  very  clear  on  this. 

Dennis  Thomas  (Samford  University):  Did  the  committee  give 
any  consideration  to  graduation  percentages  below  32  percent  in 
terms  in  reducing  scholarships  further? 

Mr.  Knight;  I  think  the  original  proposal  that  came  out  of  the 
subcommittee  that  proposed  this  had  a  further  punishment  and  a 
further  reward  built  into  our  initial  proposal. 

It  did  not  deal  with  the  graduations  among  the  30  percent  and 
down,  but  it  dealt  with  the  time  in  which  it  was  taking  schools  to 
make  these  graduation  rates.  If  you  were  graduating  less  than  33 
percent  for  a  year,  you  lose  a  scholarship.  If  you  continue  at  that  level 
lor  another  year,  you  lose  a  second  scholarship.  That  was  the  original 
recommendation  of  the  subcommittee,  down  to  a  floor  of  11  scholar¬ 
ships.  No  one  presented  the  idea  to  go  below  11.  Then  if  you  were  to 
reward  good  practices,  you  will  continue  to  graduate  basketball  play¬ 
ers  and  offer  three-quarters  for  a  second  year.  You  would  give  15 
scholarships. 

The  prevailing  sentiment  in  the  working  group  was  that  the 
reward  and  punishment  should  be  at  the  level  of  looking  at  less  schol¬ 
arships. 

Jeffrey  Orleans  (The  Ivy  Group):  This  is  a  procedural  question 
that  goes  back  to  the  issue  raised  by  our  colleague  from  Nebraska  I 
wonder  if  the  NCAA  Web  site  couldn’t  be  used  so  that  if  comments 


come  in  electronic  form  they  can  be  posted. 

The  Web  site  can  basically  be  used  as  a  way  for  people  to  see  what 
other  folks  are  thinking  and  submit  their  own  comments  and  elec¬ 
tronic  dialogue  without  waiting  for  the  distribution  of  materials  and 
the  compilation  of  materials.  *  The  staff  did  a  great  job  with  the 
Management  Council  in  trying  to  collate  all  of  this  stuff.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  put  it  in  the  form  that  we  need  it  for  voting  in  April. 

It  is  not  difficult,  I  would  hope,  for  people  who  have  it  in  elec¬ 
tronic  form  to  communicate  based  on  the  materials  that  we  have  got. 
Let’s  talk  with  each  other  electronically  in  a  public  way  on  the  Web 
site, 

Robin  Green  (NCAA  Staff):  We  do  put  the  Management  Council 
agenda  materials  on  the  Web  site  about  30  days  before  the  meeting. 
Those  materials  will  include  a  compilation  of  all  the  comments  that 
are  received  and  all  of  these  proposals.  So  it  will  be  available  on  the 
Web  site  in  the  membership  section  about  30  days  prior  to  the  meet¬ 
ing. 

Jim  Delany  (Big  Ten  Conference):  It  strikes  me  that  the  advice 
that  we  can  provide  here  in  this  forum  and  subsequently  is  all  good. 
The  Board  will  then  hear  from  the  Management  Council,  and  that  is 
all  good. 

But,  you  know,  this  is  a  major  effort  to  reform,  probably  the  most 
important  reform  efforts  since  we  have  reorganized  the  NCAA  and 
allocated  all  the  authority  among  the  Board  of  Directors.  My  hope 
would  be  that  the  Board  would  listen  to  the  advice  from  everyone  and 
then  do  what  it  thinks  it  needs  to  do  on  behalf  of  the  sport  of  men’s 
basketball. 

We  have  come  through  a  long  process  to  listen  to  everyone’s  point 
of  view.  As  I  think  back  to  the  early  '90s,  when  the  CEOs  around  the 
country  felt  as  though  we  needed  to  make  change,  they  put  them¬ 
selves  in  position  to  make  that  change.  That  was  not  a  grass-roots 
effort  by  athletic  directors  and  faculty  and  commissioners.  It  was 
really  the  CEOs  deciding  that  change  needed  to  happen  in  this  orga¬ 
nization. 

Academic  standards  were  increased  and  a  number  of  other  pro¬ 
posals  were  changed.  I  would  hope  the  Board,  after  listening  to  the 
advice  it  gets  from  every  segment  of  the  organizations  will  go  ahead 
and  step  forward  and  make  the  change  it  thinks  is  necessary  to  help 
insulate  this  sport  from  some  pernicious  effects. 

With  regard  to  No.  122-A,  if  there  is  a  single  element  in  this  pack¬ 
age  that  is  important,  I  think  it  is  122-A.  I  think  that  everyone  would 
be  surprised  to  really  understand  and  know  how  much  movement  or 
mobility  there  is  among  players  after  they  reside  at  your  colleges  and 
universities.  The  NCAA  does  not  track  this.  It  is  obvious  that  grad¬ 
uation  rates  are  affected  by  the  movement.  I  am  sure  we  need  to  find 
newer  and  better  ways  to  make  the  graduation  rates  better.  In  the 
sport  of  men’s  basketball  in  the  Big  Ten  Conference,  we  found  from 
1990  to  1997  we  had  signed  over  200  players  at  our  institutions  over 
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that  seven  or  eight-year  period.  We  had  spent  tens  of  thousands  of 
dollars  to  recruit  these  people,  put  them  on  full  aid. 

More  than  half  of  them  had  left  the  institution  prior  to  gradua¬ 
tion.  Seventy  percent  had  transferred  to  other  Division  I  or  Division 
II  institutions.  Fifteen  percent  were  missing  in  action  and  only  15 
percent  went  to  the  NBA.  So  there  is  more  movement  and  more 
mobility  in  Division  I  men’s  basketball  than  there  is  in  the  NBA,  than 
there  is  with  Major  League  Baseball  and  than  there  is  in  the  NFL. 

If  we  don’t  think  this  movement  is  a  problem,  we  have  got  a  prob¬ 
lem.  We  will  have  to  take  a  hard  look  at  why  this  is  occurring  after 
the  full  aid  is  being  provided  and  after  a  thorough  recruitment 
process  is  undertaken.  I  think  this  one  proposal  will  do  as  much  as 
anything  in  the  proposal  to  encourage  our  coaches  to  recruit  players 
and  to  understand  that  there  are  various  penalties  to  be  paid  for  that 
amount. of  instability  and  mobility  at  your  universities. 

Mr.  Leland:  Thank  you,  Jim.  I  would  mention  that  in  terms  of 
what  Jim  said,  there  are  a  substantial  number  of  Board  of  Directors 
presidents  here.  I  think  it  is  clear  they  are  listening. 

Lloyd  Hill  (Alcorn  State  University):  I  realize  that  these  pro¬ 
posals  were  sent  to  the  membership  in  October.  But  I  get  a  feeling 
that  there  is  a  rush  to  judgment  on  trying  to  make  these  things  effec¬ 
tive  immediately. 

It  would  appear  to  me  that  if  it  is  going  to  the  membership  to 
have  comments  on  it  in  April,  you  can  put  conferences  in  a  position 
that  is  going  to  increase  our  budgets,  and  we  will  not  have  any  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  anything  about  it. 

All  the  proposals  have  some  merit.  It  seems  to  me  we  should 
allow  enough  time  so  our  basketball  coaches  and  all  the  folks  can 
have  some  input  in  this  process.  I  simply  get  a  feeling  that  this  is 
being  pushed  on  us  a  little  too  rapidly.  I  would  like  to  see  a  little  moie 
deliberate  look  to  see  what  is  taking  place  here. 

Courtney  Cutchall  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  I 
believe  the  question  was  very  similar  to  what  was  just  stated.  Why, 
with  such  an  important  issue,  are  we  trying  to  push  it  forward  so 
fast?  Obviously,  it  is  just  right  now  for  basketball,  but  it  probably  will 
trickle  down  to  the  other  sports  and  be  a  very  important  issue  for  all 
levels.  We  are  just  wondering  why  it  is  being  pushed  through  at  such 

a  fast  pace?  .  ,  .  T 

Mr.  Leland:  My  job  is  not  to  defend  the  committee  although  I 
was  a  member  of  it.  But  let  me  say  from  a  Management  Council  s 
perspective,  as  it  relates  to  the  Board  of  Directors,  this  initiative 
started  over  20  months  ago. 

People  have  been  working  very  busily  and  very  hard  on  it  for  over 
a  period  of  time.  I  think  that  we  are  caught  between  the  competing 
desires  of  those  who  want  significant  change  and  those  members  of 
the  Board  of  Directors,  especially  who  really  had  envisioned  this  orig¬ 
inally  on  a  fast  track  than  we  have  now  had. 

I  think  from  their  perspective,  they  would  look  at  a  request  to 
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speed  this  up  or  slow  this  down.  They  have  told  us  they  have  done 
that  at  one  time.  I  think  that  what  all  of  us  need  to  do,  as  members 
of  the  NCAA,  is  to  make  sure  when  things  are  sent  out  that  we  fol¬ 
low-up.  There  has  been  adequate  chance  for  input  and  there  still 
remains  adequate  chances  for  input  between  now  and  then,  i  think 
that  the  Management  Council  is  ready  to  not  only  listen  but  to  work 
very  hard  to  make  sure  that  we  ameliorate  as  many  people’s  concerns 
as  we  possibly  can. 

My  only  real  job  here  was  to  move  this  thing  along.  I  happen  to 
be  the  only  failure  in  the  room.  We  are  not  moving  it  along  as  quick¬ 
ly  as  we  would  like  to.  Given  the  priority  that  the  Board  and  the 
Management  Council  has  put  on  this  issue,  I  will  just  rule  from  here 
that  we  will  continue  with  the  same  pace,  go  through  the  next  set  of 
arguments. 

Quite  frankly,  the  turnout  is  a  lot  larger  than  we  anticipated.  I 
think  the  quality  of  the  discussion  has  been  absolutely  what  we  want¬ 
ed.  I  will,  with  your  permission,  alternate  our  time  frame  a  little  bit 
and  take  a  little  longer  to  make  sure  that  we  again  thoroughly  dis¬ 
cuss  some  other  remaining  items. 

Jim  Haney  (National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches): 
Regarding  the  four-scholarship  limit,  when  you  go  back  to  your  cam¬ 
puses  and  talk  to  your  coaches,  I  am  sure  in  your  own  minds  as  you 
reflect  on  the  signings  in  basketball  and  how  many  signings  there 
have  been,  that  we  would  all  concur  that  sounds  like  a  fairly  reason¬ 
able  figure. 

We  have  heard  discussion  about  student-athletes  transferring.  1 
think  sometimes  the  inference  is  that  coaches  are  running  them  off, 
and  they  don’t  leave  on  their  own  accord  and  for  their  own  reason. 
The  fact  is  that  there  are  coaches  who  do  request  or  influence  kids  to 
leave,  but  kids  are  also  leaving  on  their  own  free  will. 

I  think  when  you  get  back  to  the  four-scholarship  limit  and  when 
you  look  at  what  happens  when  there  is  a  coaching  change,  you  will 
note  that  there  is  a  real  transition  period  where  the  coach,  the  new 
coach  and  the  student-athletes  from  that  team  were  trying  to  come  to 
some  type  of  understanding  as  to  what  the  future  holds  for  those  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  the  programs— the  coaches’  play,  the  demeanor, 
where  he  comes  from  and  his  experience. 

All  of  those  things  could  impact  the  student-athlete  as  to  whether 
he  wants  to  remain  in  the  program.  When  you  go  back  on  your  cam¬ 
pus  and  have  dialogue  with  your  coach,  I  think  you  will  find  some 
serious  concerns  expressed  from  them  about  this  transition. 

Of  course,  if  you  are  talking  to  your  coach  and  he  is  the  one  who 
is  leaving,  it  probably  doesn’t  affect  him.  But  it  affects  your  institu¬ 
tion  in  terms  of  sustaining  an  ongoing  program.  I  think  that  there 
are  some  additional  exceptions  or  issues  that  need  to  be  addressed. 

In  looking  at  the  Big  Ten  and  Southeastern  Conference  proposals, 
to  add  to  the  penalty  for  low  graduation  rates  and  tying  it  to  team 
limits,  I  think  what  would  run  through  my  mind  is  that  as  you 
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increase  the  penalty,  you  also  need  to  empower  the  student-athlete. 

Ultimately,  the  coach  cannot  force  the  student-athlete  to  study.  I 
do  think  that  the  coaches  do,  in  fact,  want  their  students  to  go  to 
class.  I  think  they  track  their  student-athletes  going  to  class.  Many 
of  you  in  this  room  have  student-athlete  support  programs  in  huge 
buildings  and  millions  of  dollars  to  aid  and  help  student-athletes  to 
succeed. 

I  think  one  critical  area — and  I  think  if  you  got  coaches  together 
you  could  say  that  it’s  the  biggest  issue — affecting  the  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  status  academically  will  be  missed  classes.  But  I  think  the 
point  is  that  we  do  want  our  student-athletes  to  graduate,  just  as  you 
expect  the  coach  to  find  some  way  of  absolutely  guaranteeing  without 
exception  that  that  student-athlete  is  in  class,  then  you  will  have  to 
take  into  account  the  scheduling. 

If  you  are  going  to  put  student-athletes  on  the  road  in  the  middle 
of  the  week  where  they  are  missing  class,  they  are  missing  important 
lectures,  they  are  missing  important  information  they  could  be 
acquiring  in  the  classroom. 

If  you  look  to  increase  the  penalties  that  you  are  going  to  place  on 
the  program  and  the  coach,  then  I  think  that  you  also  have  to  look  at 
empowering  the  student-athlete  to  be  more  successful  and  you  have 
to  look  at  missed  class  time.  If  the  institution  and  the  conference  are 
requiring  games  in  the  middle  of  the  week,  then  you  are  creating  an 
obstacle  for  that  student-athlete  to  overcome. 

Mr.  Leland:  Thank  you.  Steve  will  now  start  the  next  section, 
which  deals  specifically  with  No.  99-128  and  amendments. 

Jim  Delany  (Big  Ten  Conference):  I  think  your  point  is  well 
taken.  I  just  wondered  if  the  NABC  will  support  Friday  and 
Saturday  games  only. 

Mr.  Haney:  Jim,  obviously,  it  is  a  shift.  But,  quite  frankly,  it  will 
be  worth  talking  about.  Truly,  I  think  that  would  be  worth  talking 
about.  We  have  a  lot  of  games  being  played  Friday  and  Sunday. 

Mr.  Delany:  Our  coaches  have  never  mentioned  that.  I  will 
introduce  that  restriction. 

Mr.  Haney:  That  will  be  great. 

Mr.  Mallonee:  The  third  set  of  proposals  relate  to  the  recruit¬ 
ment  of  men’s  basketball  prospective  student-athletes,  and  then  we 
will  look  at  several  alternatives.  The  common  theme  you  are  going  to 
see  throughout  these  objectives  is  a  desire  to  reduce  or  minimize  the 
influence  of  the  external  nonscholastic  factors  in  the  recruiting 
process  and  to  try  to  focus  the  process  more  on  the  academic  year 
recruiting  rather  than  the  scholastic  coaching. 

The  proposal  that  was  developed  by  the  working  group  is  No.  99- 
128-A.  It  has  several  points  that  are  worth  providing  some  explana¬ 
tion  on.  First  of  all,  it  would  permit  a  greater  time  period  for  con¬ 
ducting  fall  contacts.  The  18  days  would  remain,  but  it  would  be 
within  a  30-day  period  beginning  the  Thursday  after  Labor  Day. 

The  proposal  would  establish  a  contact  period  during  the  acade- 


mic  year  the  Friday  after  the  Final  Four  basketball  tournament  for 
nine  days  following  the  initial  time  for  the  signing  of  the  National 
Letter  of  Intent  in  the  sport. 

The  proposal  would  reduce  the  summer  evaluation  period  that  is 
currently  24  days  to  14  days.  It  would  be  a  flexible  14-day  period  as 
determined  by  the  institution.  It  would  increase  the  academic-year 
evaluation  period.  It  is  currently  40  evaluation  days  to  50. 

It  would  also  establish  a  10-day  evaluation  period  in  late  April  or 
early  May,  from  the  Wednesday  through  the  following  Sunday,  in 
which  coaches  would  be  able  to  visit  high  schools  one  time  to  evalu¬ 
ate  and  also  during  that  time  to  have  a  limited  contact  or  conversa¬ 
tion  with  junior  prospects  in  the  presence  of  the  high-school  coach. 
The  limited  contact  the  group  discussed  would  probably  be  more  like 
a  formal  greeting  and  not  to  be  a  very  long  period  of  time,  although  it 
did  not  come  up  with  a  time  period. 

The  final  part  of  this  proposal  would  permit  a  phone  call  to  occur 
during  a  10-day  period  possibly  on  the  Monday  following  Mother’s 
Day.  This  would  not  be  an  official  telephone  call.  It  would  be  one  tele¬ 
phone  call  in  lieu  of  the  one  that  currently  is  permitted  between  June 
21  and  the  end  of  July.  That  is  the  working  group  proposal. 

There  are  several  alternatives  here.  The  first  one  is  No.  99-128- 
B.  It  comes  from  both  the  Big  Ten  and  the  Southeastern  Conference. 
It  differs  from  the  working  group  proposal  in  that  it  would  eliminate 
entirely  the  summer  evaluation  period.  It  would  eliminate  evalua¬ 
tion  from  July  8  through  July  31.  It  would  increase  the  days  during 
the  academic  year  for  evaluations  from  40  to  70  and  provide  for  a 
greater  time  period  of  about  35  days  during  the  fall  contact  period  in 
which  to  make  contacts.  Institutions  would  be  permitted  only  to  eval¬ 
uate  prospects  in  their  regular-season  activities  in  those  events  that 
have  been  approved  or  sponsored  by  the  appropriate  high-school  or 
junior  college  association.  It  would  not  establish  the  10-day  evalua¬ 
tion  period  that  the  working  group  proposal  would  at  the  end  of  April 
or  May  to  have  limited  contact  with  juniors.  June  21  would  remain 
the  date  for  the  initial  telephone  call.  It  would  not  add. 

The  third  alternative,  which  comes  from  the  Pac-10,  differs  from 
the  working  group  in  that  it  would  eliminate  early  phone  calls  to 
prospects  in  both  men’s  and  women’s  basketball  and  actually  would 
reinstate  the  July  1  date. 

There  was  a  June  21  date.  It  would  reinstate  the  July  1  date  as 
the  earliest  permissible  date,  and  it  also  would  eliminate  limited  con¬ 
tact  during  the  10-day  period  that  is  proposed  in  the  working  group 
proposal  at  the  end  of  April  and  early  May. 

The  next  four  proposals,  which  are  Nos.  128-B  through  G,  all  real¬ 
ly  relate  to  the  summer  evaluation  period.  They  provide  alternatives 
to  what  the  working  group  proposal  had  suggested  in  terms  of  sum¬ 
mer  evaluations.  No.  128-B,  which  came  from  the  Pac-10,  would  have 
a  14-day  evaluation  period  similar  to  the  working  group  proposal,  but 
it  would  be  a  structured  14-day  period.  It  would  be  seven  days 
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between  July  8  and  the  14th,  followed  by  seven  days  down  time,  and 
then  seven  more  days  at  the  end  of  the  July  period  the  25th  through 
the  31st — in  which  to  evaluate  prospects. 

No.  128-E,  comes  from  the  Northeast  Conference.  It  would 
increase  the  number  of  days  from  14  to  20.  The  working  group’s  orig¬ 
inal  proposal  being  14,  it  again  would  structure  them  to  be  10  at  the 
beginning  and  10  at  the  end,  and  then  a  quiet  period  from  Friday 
through  Monday  over  the  weekend  of  the  third  week  in  July. 

The  last  two  proposals,  which  are  F  and  G,  both  come  from  the 
Pac-10  and  both  provide  alternatives.  The  first  one  is  an  18-day 
alternative  in  July,  nine  days  at  the  beginning  followed  by  a  six-day 
dead  period,  and  then  nine  days  at  the  end. 

The  last  proposal  is  an  eight-eight-eight  approach— eight  days  of 
evaluation  at  the  beginning,  eight  days  for  a  dead  period  and  eight 
days  at  the  end.  Those  are  the  proposals  that  are  out  there  that 
relate  to  that  issue. 

I  will  turn  it  over  to  Mike  and  Jim  to  make  some  additional  com¬ 
ments. 

Mike  McGee  (University  of  South  Carolina,  Columbia):  Thank 
you,  Steve.  The  Recruiting  Subcommittee,  as  Chancellor  Shaw  indi¬ 
cated,  really  worked  to  a  great  extent  as  a  committee  of  the  whole. 

The  working  group  had  the  benefit  of  the  breadth  of  input  and 
observations  and  recommendations,  but  also  significant  input  from 
various  student-athletes  at  different  levels  of  competitive  success. 
We  also  had  the  opportunity  to  visit  with  the  staff  group  at  some 
length.  Those  conversations  related  mostly  to  the  area  of  their  great¬ 
est  concern,  which  is  the  junior  phone  call  and  evaluation.  I  know  the 
chair  of  that  group  is  here  and  she  can  observe  to  what  extent  the  dis¬ 
cussions  may  have  alleviated  their  concerns  in  those  particular  areas. 
Jim  Haney  and  1  will  address  several  of  the  more  noteworthy  pro¬ 
posals,  and  we  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  might 
have. 

Starting  with  summer  evaluation,  the  subcommittee  was  cog¬ 
nizant  of  the  competing  interest  among  the  various  levels  of  Division 
I  basketball  as  it  relates  to  summer  evaluation.  We  considered  elim¬ 
inating  the  summer  evaluation  totally,  but  given  the  critical  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  summer  period  for  fully  two-thirds  of  the  Division  I  insti¬ 
tutions,  and  the  concern  expressed  by  those  knowledgeable  of  the 
summer  environment,  to  abandon  the  summer  to  nonscholastic 
coaches,  agents,  runners  and  commercial  interests  would  not  be  in 
the  best  interest  of  prospective  student-athletes. 

We  took  the  position  that  some  reduction— a  proverbial  shot 
across  the  bough — would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  not  only  the  bas¬ 
ketball  programs,  but  clearly  in  the  best  interest  of  the  student-ath¬ 
letes.  It  was  also  our  observation  that  summer  events  and  camps  will 
continue  with  or  without  NCAA  involvement.  Jim  Haney  will  speak 
further  to  that  in  a  moment. 

We  recommended  that  through  reducing  summer  evaluation  days 
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from  24  to  14 — approximately  a  40-percent  reduction — and  strength¬ 
ening  the  summer  event  and  team  NCAA  certification  process,  which 
to  this  point,  because  of  a  lack  of  the  commitment  of  resources,  is 
somewhat  meaningless.  Including  as  one  of  the  requirements  full 
financial  disclosure  and  working  in  conjunction  with  the  high-school 
federation,  we  will  address  over  a  relatively  short  period  of  time  the 
problem  and  limit  the  abuses  that  concerned  us  all. 

Although  we  rejected  at  this  time  the  notion  to  give  up  summer 
evaluation  totally,  included  in  our  recommendation  is  an  oversight 
process,  and  without  significant  improvement  in  eliminating  the 
summer  abuses,  we  would  support  action  to  eliminate  summer 
recruiting.  Further  and  importantly,  the  subcommittee  responded  to 
the  needs  as  was  expressed  across  the  board,  including  very  strongly 
from  the  high  school  federation  and  its  constituent  groups,  the  need 
to  strengthen  and  in  some  cases  reinvolve  the  high-school  coaches, 
administrators  and  counselors  in  the  recruiting  process,  along  with 
the  corresponding  decrease  in  the  impact  of  nonscholastic  external 
influences  upon  the  recruitment  of  basketball  student-athletes 
throughout  the  year. 

Major  changes  involving  that  were  that  all  evaluations  during 
the  academic  year  would  be  limited  to  regularly  scheduled  high- 
school  and  two-year  college  events  and  activities  under  the  supervi¬ 
sion  of  those  coaches.  We  believe  this  will  be  the  major  step  in  that 
process,  creating  a  spring  10-day  period  for  evaluation  of  juniors  with 
the  introduction  of  the  prospective  student-athlete  and  in  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  the  high-school  coach  to  the  college  coach,  and  to  permit  one 
phone  call  between  the  prospective  student-athlete  and  the  college 
coach  to  determine  interest  both  ways,  and  to  obtain  summer  plans 
on  the  part  of  the  prospective  student-athlete. 

I  would  remind  you  that  this  call  and  evaluation  is  not  precedent 
setting  since  we  have  had  for  a  period  of  five  years  similar  provisions 
for  football.  It  was  observed  that  too  often,  the  first  communication 
was  with  a  prospective  student-athlete.  It  was  not  through  the  high- 
school  process  or  scholastic  process,  but  indeed  through  the  non¬ 
scholastic  coach. 

We  also  recommended  the  corresponding  10-day  increase  in  the 
academic  year  that  matches  with  the  reduction  in  the  summer  from 
24  to  14  days.  Now,  Jim  can  pick  up  on  these  points. 

Jim  Haney  (National  Association  of  Basketball  Coaches):  Mike 
was  very  thorough  in  his  presentation.  I  will  just  pick  up  on  two 
points  that  he  asked  me  to  follow  up  on.  One  is  in  changing  the  land¬ 
scape  of  basketball. 

In  the  last  six  months,  we  have  seen  more  and  more  focus  on 
what  the  NBA  may  do  in  terms  of  a  minor  league  basketball  program, 
based  on  the  number  of  high-school  and  underclassmen  collegiate 
student-athletes  who  were  departing  for  the  NBA  earlier.  The  NBA  is 
becoming  younger  and  younger,  and  it  is  trying  to  contemplate  the 
possibility  of  some  type  of  minor  league. 
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The  International  Basketball  League  is  now  up  and  running.  The 
Collegiate  Professional  League,  based  in  New  England,  is  also  look¬ 
ing  to  attract  high-school  players  and  give  them  alternatives  in  the 
1BL.  It  is  really  a  changing  landscape.  It  was  the  feeling  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  we  needed  to  have  a  presence  there. 

The  second  point  I  would  make  is  that  every  year  there  are  arti¬ 
cles  written — much  discussion  about  the  state  of  what  is  happening 
in  the  summer — that  tend  to  focus  on  the  elite  prospects.  I  wanted  to 
make  mention  that  there  are  thousands  of  prospective  student-ath¬ 
letes  who  are  having  an  opportunity  to  compete  in  the  summer  and 
have  wonderful  experiences  and  have  the  opportunity  to  be  viewed  by 
the  collegiate  programs  and  collegiate  coaches,  and  the  opportunity 
to  get  a  scholarship  and  not  be  a  focal  point  of  some  of  the  problems 
and  concerns  that  we  focused  on  in  summer  basketball. 

1  think  I  will  stop  there,  Ted. 

Alan  Hauser  (Appalachian  State  University):  We  all  clearly  are 
very  concerned  with  the  need  to  assist  and  keep  on  track  our  student- 
athletes  academically.  1  think  that  many  of  us  would  agree  that  the 
single  most  important  person  helping  to  do  that  is  often  the  coach  or 
the  assistant  coach  under  whom  that  student-athlete  works. 

I  wonder  if  the  committee  discussed  the  fact  that  increasing  from 
40  to  50  the  number  of  days  that  coaches  can  be  off  campus  recruit¬ 
ing  might  have  a  negative  effect  on  that? 

Mr.  McGee:  The  overall  recruiting  days,  the  consideration  of 
maintaining  that,  was  part  of  the  shift.  Although  it  does  take  two 
coaches  instead  of  three  in  the  summer  who  were  permitted  to  trav¬ 
el  during  the  evaluation  days  off  of  the  campus,  we  considered  that 
maintaining  the  total  number  was,  in  fact,  of  significant  importance 
in  maintaining  that. 

In  fact,  it  is  a  reduction  of  10  as  far  as  the  coaches  being  off  cam¬ 
pus.  As  I  said,  three  are  permitted  to  travel  in  the  summer.  But  that 
is  our  response  as  far  as  it  is  related  to  that  issue. 

Tom  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  I  join  the  other  speakers 
in  commending  the  panel.  You  have  done  a  great  job  in  giving  us 
much  to  consider.  We  favor  structuring  the  July  period  so  that  all 
coaches  are  either  in  or  out  at  the  same  time,  and  you  don’t  have  the 
14  days  floating. 

We  also  favor  giving  the  student-athletes  who  are  prospects  and 
who  are  playing  in  all  these  camps  a  break  in  the  middle  so  they  can 
get  a  chance  to  rest  a  bit  in  this  long  grind.  We  put  in  three  different 
proposals,  which  go  from  14  to  18  days,  joined  by  the  Northeast-10  for 
20.  That’s  how  many  days  you  want  to  be  out  and  to  give  the  struc¬ 
ture  because  we  think  it  would  he  beneficial  for  all  parties  concerned. 

Mr.  McGee:  We  considered  that  proposal,  Tom,  and  would  not  be 
opposed  to  that  kind  of  structuring.  I  think  the  important  thing  is 
that  we  do  maintain  some  summer  presence. 

Roy  Kramer  (Southeastern  Conference):  I  would  like  to  make 
one  observation  first  and  then  a  comment.  The  observation  is  that 
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based  on  the  history  of  this  organization  over  the  past  year,  I  would 
strongly  urge  that  every  single  one  of  these  proposals  be  analyzed  by 
the  Council  of  the  NCAA  long  before  April. 

I  have  voted  on  some  of  those  other  proposals  in  the  past  and  I 
have  taken  my  fair  share.  I  would  hope  you  people  give  us  some  legal 
opinions  long  before  we  come  to  a  point  of  voting  in  April.  I  am  just 
pointing  to  that  statement. 

The  second  is  much  stronger.  It  is  my  understanding  that  this 
committee  was  brought  together  to  change  the  culture  of  college  bas¬ 
ketball.  If  that  is  the  case,  the  issue  will  be,  as  someone  told  me 
recently,  whether  we  rearrange  the  chairs  on  the  deck  of  the  Titanic 
and  let  it  sink  anyway,  or  rather  we  do  something  about  the  ship.  If 
we  are  going  to  do  something  about  the  ship,  we  better  do  something 
strong.  I  believe  in  all  of  these  issues  that  are  out  there.  Some  of 
them  are  very  strong  and  very  good  and  very  positive.  There  are  two 
that  will  change  the  culture  of  college  basketball. 

Now,  the  question  is,  do  we  have  the  guts  to  do  it?  Number  one, 
is  to  limit  the  number  of  initial  grants.  We  will  totally  change  the 
structure  of  recruiting  of  college  basketball.  We  can  do  the  interpre¬ 
tations.  We  have  got  hundreds  of  people  who  we  pay  to  do  interpre¬ 
tations.  We  can  interpret  if  you  change  something  slightly  to  get  an 
extra  one.  But  we  need  not  have  an  initial  limit.  When  we  have  an 
initial  limit,  we  will  change  the  posture  of  how  we  recruit  college  bas¬ 
ketball  players.  Instead  of  recruiting  seven  and  eight  a  year,  we  will 
be  recruiting  four  and  we  will  be  working  to  keep  them  in  our  pro¬ 
gram. 

Number  two,  we  will  pass  128-B,  and  I  realize  I  am  in  the  vast 
minority  here.  I  have  been  a  commissioner  for  almost  11  years.  I 
served  on  the  Infractions  Committee  for  10  years.  Now,  80  to  85  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  violations  we  deal  with  in  recruiting  in  college  basket¬ 
ball  start  with  the  leeches  and  the  parasites  who  have  become  a  sig¬ 
nificant  fabric  of  college  basketball. 

I  don’t  care  whether  they  are  at  the  top  level,  the  middle  level  or 
the  bottom  level.  The  issue  is  the  sport  of  college  basketball.  If  we 
have  got  enough  courage  to  do  something,  we  will  eliminate  summer 
recruiting.  Then  we  will  turn  the  sport  around.  Otherwise,  we  just 
rearrange  the  chairs. 

The  question  is,  do  we  pass  a  group  of  meaningless  pieces  of  leg¬ 
islation  that  will  make  us  look  good  in  USA  Today  and  higher  educa¬ 
tion,  or  will  we  change  the  sport  of  basketball?  Thank  you. 

Derita  Ratcliff e  (Eastern  Kentucky  University):  I  want  to  con¬ 
cur  with  the  concerns  of  my  colleague  from  Appalachian  State 
University,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  elimination  of  the  summer 
evaluation  period  and  the  opportunity  for  contact  with  coaches  for 
our  student-athletes  in  the  academic  year. 

Unfortunately,  all  Division  I  institutions  are  not  created  equal. 
At  Eastern  Kentucky,  for  example,  our  coaches  teach  courses.  That 
would  be  an  increased  burden  in  the  recruiting  process.  I  think  we 
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need  to  look  at  the  difference  between  our  institutions  when  it  comes 
to  what  our  coaches  are  availed  to  during  the  academic  year.  Thank 
you. 

Nigel  Burton  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  I  applaud 
Mr.  Kramer  in  his  inspired  dedication  to  student-athletes  and  in  the 
support  of  college  basketball. 

As  far  as  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  is  concerned, 
I  am  still  amazed  that  you  have  a  recruiting  calendar  that  proposes 
more  contact  periods  and  more  calls  and  more  invasion  on  the  pros¬ 
pective  student-athletes’  lives. 

Once  again,  if  you  notice,  it  always  seems  to  be  over  the  sports 
that  are  the  high  revenue.  When  the  student-athletes’  surveys  come 
out,  they  are  saying  these  telephone  calls  are  intruding  on  my  life. 

The  basketball  working  group,  which  has  done  an  exemplary  job 
of  trying  to  address  the  academic  concerns  of  student-athletes 
already  in  colleges,  should  look  at  the  calendar  and  see  how  moving 
a  contact  period  into  right  around  the  period  of  a  prospective  student- 
athlete’s  junior  year  is  going  to  hurt  them  academically  when  they 
are  dealing  with  phone  calls,  when  they  are  trying  to  study. 

The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  we  actually  challenge 
ourselves  to  go  back  to  our  divisions  and  campuses  to  reevaluate  all 
the  early  phone  calls  and  moving  dates  forward.  All  the  answers  we 
got  back  is  that  student-athletes  are  coming  up  with  stories  of  getting 
phone  calls  in  their  freshman  and  sophomore  years  accidentally  and 
all  kinds  of  things. 

Yet,  we  are  still  doing  that.  So  I  guess  I  would  actually  look  at 
128-B  as  well  and  see  that  they  are  doing  away  with  some  of  the  ear¬ 
lier  phone  calls  and  trying  to  address  some  of  the  issues  that  Mr. 
Kramer  and  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  have  been 
talking  about  for  years.  The  next  time  we  discuss  a  recruiting  calen¬ 
dar,  which  I  am  sure  will  come  up,  people  will  take  a  look  at  increas¬ 
ing  phone  calls  with  contacts  in  the  major  sports  and  realize  what 
student-athletes  have  been  talking  about.  The  Council  and  commit¬ 
tees  have  not  been  talking  about  this,  and  do  not  know  what  we  are 
talking  about. 

These  are  the  stories  we  are  getting  from  all  our  student-athletes. 
I  have  gone  through  the  recruiting  process  twice — once  as  a  student- 
athlete  coming  out  of  high  school  and  once  as  I  played  football  for  the 
University  of  Pacific.  Twice,  the  same  item.  I  had  to  leave  the  stadi¬ 
um  because  I  was  getting  all  these  people  following  me  with  phone 
calls  to  friends’  houses.  This  is  an  intrusion  on  our  life.  We  really 
don’t  want  it. 

Mr.  Lei  and:  Thank  you,  Nigel.  Here  is  what  I  would  like  to  do. 
Steve  has  a  quick  power  point  on  a  couple  of  the  other  issues.  We 
don’t  really  have  time  right  now  to  debate  that.  Then  Chancellor 
Shaw  would  like  to  do  some  closing  remarks.  If  you  can  just  main¬ 
tain  your  attention  for  another  five  or  10  minutes,  I  think  we  will 
have  it  complete. 
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Mr.  Mallonee:  Two  other  proposals  that  are  probably  worth  at 
least  providing  some  explanation  that  may  help  you  in  figuring  out 
where  you  stand  on  them  or  possibly  figure  out  your  ballot.  They  are 
Nos.  99-124  and  99-125.  Proposal  99-124  relates  to  continuing  eligi¬ 
bility  in  basketball  to  student-athletes.  The  proposal  developed  by 
the  working  group  is  124-A. 

That  would  require,  and  we  have  touched  upon  this  a  little  bit 
today,  qualifiers  successfully  completing  a  minimum  of  12  hours  of 
degree  credit  during  their  first  term  of  enrollment,  no  matter  when 
that  first  term  is.  You  achieve  a  2.0  GPA  in  at  least  12  hours  of  degree 
credit  work. 

There  is  an  alternative  proposal  to  that  being  suggested  by  the 
Big  Ten  that  requires  the  GPA  to  be  based  on  the  conclusion  at  the 
first  term  of  full-time  enrollment,  not  just  the  best  12  hours  of  degree 
credit. 

It  also  clarifies  that  it  is  permissive  to  use  prerequisite  hours  in 
estimating  the  12-credit  hour  requirement,  which  is  the  current 
requirement.  That  would  apply  to  the  working  proposal  also. 

In  99-125,  there  are  three  proposals  in  that  set  that  relate  to  eli¬ 
gibility  of  transfers.  The  first  one  coming  from  the  working  group 
relates  to  mid-year  transfers  and  would  basically  impose  a  term,  if 
you  will,  or  maybe  two  quarters.  But  for  mid-year  transfers,  includ¬ 
ing  four-year  transfers,  the  earliest  they  would  be  eligible  for  compe¬ 
tition  travel  would  be  the  next  academic  year,  so  there  would  be  a 
mandatory  residence  requirement. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  clarify  that  this  would  not  supersede,  in 
terms  of  four-year  transfers,  the  one-year  residence  requirement  that 
already  exists.  But  some  four-year  transfer  student-athletes  might 
need  exceptions,  particularly  the  international  student-athletes  who 
sometime  come  over  and  need  nonsponsored  sport  exceptions  that 
will  be  bound  by  the  one  term  of  being  eligible  for  competition  and 
travel. 

There  are  a  couple  of  proposals  or  suggested  alternatives  that 
have  been  submitted  by  the  Pac-10  Conference.  No.  125-B  differs 
from  the  working  group  in  that  it  would  permit  two-year  college 
transfers  who  are  qualifiers  and  who  meet  the  applicable  transfer 
requirements  to  be  eligible  immediately,  but  it  also  would  require  all 
two-year  college  transfer  students  who  are  not  qualifiers  to  spend  an 
automatic  academic  year  in  residence  in  the  sport  of  basketball. 

No.  125-C  offers  another  alternative  from  the  Pac-10  that  would 
simply  require  all  two-year  college  transfers  in  the  sport  of  basketball 
to  satisfy  the  academic  year  of  residence.  These  are  a  couple  of  the 
remaining  proposals  that  are  worth  looking  at. 

Mr.  Leland:  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  didn’t  thank  Steve  for  pulling 
all  this  together.  I  think  all  of  you  who  know  me  well  and  know  my 
grasp  of  the  issues  know  how  Steve  has  benefitted  from  my  personal 
tutoring  on  legislation.  (Laughter)  He  seems  to  be  getting  better  all 
the  time. 
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We  have  Delise  O’Meally  who  is  here  to  do  the  power  point  and 
work  with  Steve.  Give  them  both  applause,  please.  (Applause) 

Mr.  Shaw:  And  kudos  to  you,  Ed,  for  the  leadership  you  have 
shown  this  morning.  Here  you  have  it.  You  have  the  presentations. 
I  think  we  have  had  a  very,  very  good  discussion  and  some  comments 
suggest  ways  that  we  can  improve  a  package  that  I  think  and  I  hope 
that  we  can  all  accept  in  the  last  analysis. 

1  would  reiterate  for  those  of  you  who  think  you  have  a  better 
way,  after  hearing  the  proposals  and  the  various  alternatives,  please 
think  them  through.  Please  provide  those  recommendations  to  the 
Management  Council.  I  ask  that  you  consider  not  only  if  this  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  basketball,  but  secondly,  will  our  membership  endorse 
it? 

I  strongly  believe  that  we  want  and  need  substantive  change. 
However,  what  we  don’t  need  is  to  tilt  at  windmills  for  another  cou¬ 
ple  of  years  only  to  conclude  that  if  we  had  done  it  right,  we  could 
have  got  the  job  done.  We  need  to  get  the  job  done  now. 

Whatever  we  come  up  with  in  April  will  be  imperfect.  We  can 
almost  guarantee  that.  It  will  be  imperfect  because  we  are  imperfect 
people  in  an  imperfect  world. 

1  can  speak  for  a  moment  to  Jim  Delany’s  comments.  I  think  he 
made  an  excellent  statement  when  he  said  in  the  last  analysis  under 
the  new  governance  structure  it  is  the  Board  of  Directors  that  will 
have  to  deal  with  this. 

Speaking  as  one  member  of  that  group,  we  will  be  fully  prepared 
to  do  what  we  are  supposed  to  do.  Thanks  for  your  input  and  thanks 
for  your  serious  interest  in  a  very  important  conversation  and  topic. 
Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Mr.  Leland:  We  will  recess  and  we  will  reconvene  at  10:45  to  dis¬ 
cuss  amateurism. 

AMATEURISM  FORUM 

Mr.  Leland:  We  will  begin  at  this  time.  I  would  like  to  again 
introduce  myself.  My  name  is  Ted  Leland.  I  am  director  of  athletics 
and  recreation  at  Stanford  University  and  also  chair  of  the  NCAA 
Division  1  Management  Council. 

Let  me  begin  by  introducing  the  head  table.  Again,  my  task  is  to 
move  along  the  discussion  and  try  to  get  as  much  input  as  I  can 
regarding  a  series  of  proposals  that  affect  preenrollment  eligibility.  If 
we  had  a  good  and  lively  discussion  about  the  ramifications  of  some 
of  the  proposals  of  the  basketball  working  group,  we  should  at  least 
have  as  good  and  lively  of  a  discussion  regarding  these  topics.  I  think 
that  we  are  looking  at  student-athletes’  welfare  and  what  is  best  for 
college  athletics.  These  proposals  are  at  least  as  exciting  and  revolu¬ 
tionary  or  disturbing  as  any  I  have  looked  at  as  those  others. 

Let  me  introduce  the  head  table.  On  my  right  and  to  your  left  is 
David  Knight,  professor  of  chemistry  and  chair  of  the  Academic  and 
Eligibility  Cabinet.  He  also  is  a  consultant  to  the  Board  of  Directors 
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on  continuing-eligibility  issues  and  past  chair  of  the  faculty  rep  asso¬ 
ciation.  Bill  Saum,  who  is  to  your  far  left  and  my  right  is  a  staff  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  NCAA  and  director  of  agents  and  gambling.  He  has  worked 
for  the  NCAA  for  about  10  years  and  was  a  football  coach  before  com¬ 
ing  to  the  NCAA.  Lisa  Dehon,  who  is  second  to  my  right,  has  just  left 
the  NCAA  after  being  on  the  staff  for  eight  or  nine  years.  She  has 
made  the  decision  to  stay  in  Kansas  City,  but  is  still  helping  us 
through  these  issues  as  a  consultant.  She  was  the  liaison  to  the 
Amateurism  and  Agents  Subcommittee  of  the  Academics  and 
Eligibility  Cabinet.  To  my  right,  is  a  colleague  of  mine  for  many 
years,  one  who  was  a  former  staff  member  with  the  NCAA, 
Commissioner  Tom  Hansen.  He  is  chair  of  one  of  the  Ad  Hoc 
Committees  on  Amateurism  and  Agents.  Lyman  Porter,  to  my  left,  is 
the  faculty  athletics  representative  of  the  University  of  California, 
Irvine.  He  also  is  a  member  of  the  Agents  and  Amateurism 
Subcommittee  of  the  AEC,  and  professor  of  management  at  UC 
Irvine.  To  the  far  right  is  Sandra  Norrell-Thomas,  vice-president  for 
student  affairs  and  senior  woman  administrator  at  Howard  Uni¬ 
versity.  She  has  been  on  the  NCAA  Council  and  was  a  volunteer  on 
the  management  structure  of  the  NCAA  for  over  10  years.  She  has 
done  all  kinds  of  things  to  serve  student-athletes  and  presently  is  on 
the  Agents  and  Amateurism  Subcommittee  of  the  AEC.  Over  to  my 
left  in  the  middle,  is  Julie  Roe-Sumner,  director  of  student-athlete 
reinstatement,  a  position  that  really  puts  her  on  the  firing  line  for  the 
NCAA  staff  as  it  deals  with  these  amateurism  issues.  Christine 
Grant  sends  her  apologies,  All  of  us  who  have  been  involved  in  col¬ 
lege  athletics  for  a  long  time  have  known  and  admired  Christine  and 
the  wonderful  work  she  has  done.  Her  heart  and  soul  is  clearly  with 
this  project.  She  had  a  family  emergency  that  called  her  away,  so  we 
asked  David  Knight,  in  addition  to  all  the  other  things  he  has  done 
on  behalf  of  student-athletes,  to  step  in  and  give  an  introductory  talk 
here. 

Then  we  will  have  a  power-point  demonstration  again.  I  will 
spend  about  15  minutes  asking  what  we  think  are  some  of  the 
tougher  questions  of  the  committee  and  of  the  staff  involved  in  this. 
Then  we  will  try  to  open  it  up  with  a  goal  of  getting  done  by  11:45. 
Thank  you  for  your  attention  again. 

David  Knight  (University  of  North  Carolina,  Greensboro): 
Thank  you,  Ted.  Let’s  give  Christine  our  thoughts.  She  is  such  a 
valuable  colleague  for  us.  When  the  Academics/Eligibility/Compli¬ 
ance  Cabinet  was  formed,  numerous  administrative  tasks  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  governance  system  were  centralized  in  the  cabinet  and  this 
included  the  area  of  agents  and  amateurism  and  their  impacts  on 
various  aspects  of  financial  aid. 

The  importance  of  these  topics  was  recognized  and  the 
Amateurism  and  Agents  Subcommittee  of  the  cabinet  was  formed  as 
a  permanent  standing  committee  of  the  cabinet.  The  Amateurism 
and  Agents  Subcommittee  has  been  studying  these  issues  for  over 
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two  years  and  has  proposed  the  deregulation  package  that  is  before 

y°  In  our  October  meeting,  the  cabinets  endorsed  these  proposals 
and  sent  them  forward  to  the  Management  Council.  We  now  have  the 
opportunity  to  discuss  them.  Where  does  the  initiative  for  this  study 
come  from?  The  initiative  for  this  in-depth  study  comes  from  sever- 
al  sources. 

In  recent  years,  athletes  in  many  sports  have  increasingly  taken 
part  in  organized  competition  during  high  school  and  in  the  interval 
between  high-school  graduation  and  initial  enrollment  in  college. 
This  has  put  pressure  on  the  application  of  our  current  amateurism 

award.  . 

It  has  revealed  apparent  inconsistencies  in  their  application. 
Some  athletes  have  permanently  lost  NCAA  eligibility  for  taking  part 
in  certain  activities  while  others  who  acted  similarly  are  immediate¬ 
ly  eligible  for  four  years  of  eligibility.  These  apparent  inconsistencies 
were  due  in  large  part  to  the  real  difficulties  that  we  have  under  our 
present  rules  of  determining  whether  an  individual  is  truly  an  ama¬ 
teur  or  is  a  professional.  The  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement 
Committee  has  been  increasingly  busy  with  a  variety  of  labor 
requests  on  this  topic. 

One  reason  why  this  study  is  being  done  is  to  make  the  applica¬ 
tions  of  our  rules  more  consistent,  because  it  is  clear  that  the  mem¬ 
bership  wants  this  consistency  improved.  Part  of  the  impetus  for  this 
study  also  comes  from  the  desire  to  continue  work  in  this  area  begun 
in  the  previous  governance  system. 

The  Board  of  Directors  conducted  a  survey  of  Division  I  presi¬ 
dents,  and  the  presidents  indicated  their  desire  to  deal  with  that 
topic.  In  addition,  our  president,  Cedric  Dempsey,  has  identified  the 
study  of  amateurism  as  one  of  the  key  initiatives  of  his  administra¬ 
tion.  These  proposals,  if  enacted,  represent  a  break  from  our  previ¬ 
ous  regulations  and  for  some,  like  scotch,  will  be  an  acquired  taste. 
The  whole  issue  is  complex.  The  committee  would  like  to  point  out 
some  simplifying  ideas  that  can  provide  focus  for  our  discussion. 

First,  the  current  proposals  deal  only  with  prospective  student- 
athletes  prior  to  their  initial  enrollment  in  college.  As  our  discussion 
gets  rolling,  sometimes  it  is  hard  to  keep  that  in  mind.  Second,  even 
if  there  is  deregulation  of  the  preenrollment  amateurism  rules,  that 
does  not  imply  that  the  postenrollment  rules  would  be  similarly 
deregulated.  Third,  the  current  proposals  are  based  on  two  of  the 
most  important  core  values  of  our  Association:  welfare  of  student- 
athletes— in  this  particular  case  that  would  be  prospective  student- 
athletes — and  the  value  of  competitive  equity. 

Much  of  the  difficulty  with  immediate  acceptance  of  these  pro¬ 
posals  lie  with  the  contention  inherent  between  the  core  values.  We 
are  inclined  to  agree  with  proposals  that  clearly  serve  the  individual 
well,  but  we  are  very  leery  of  upsetting  competitive  equity.  By  this,  I 
mean  permitting  unfair  advantage.  We  are  aware  that  these  propos- 
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als  are  problematic  to  some  individuals.  We  would  ask  you  to  remem¬ 
ber  that  the  Amateurism  and  Agents  Subcommittee  is  a  standing 
committee  and  will  continue  its  work  into  the  future. 

™mThffd,SCUSfi0cn  We  have  wi,]  be  very  useful  in  instructing  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  its  future  deliberations,  and  we  would  appreciate  hear- 
mg  your  alternative  ideas. 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Staff):  I  will  take  you  through  a  quick 
overview  of  what  the  deregulation  proposals  are.  The  session 
overview  will  go  through  the  expansion  of  Bylaw  14.2.4.2 _ nme 

money  grants,  signing  of  contracts,  competition  with  professionals 
ana  pay  tor  play. 

The  subcommittee  attempted  to  look  at  Bylaw  12  with  a  fresh 
look  trying  not  to  continually  be  tied  to  the  notion  that  we  have  held 
in  the  past  When  they  looked  at  Bylaw  12  with  a  fresh  look,  there 
were  two  things  that  continually  seemed  to  drop  out  from  their  dis- 
cussion— what  ,s  best  for  the  athlete  and  competitive  equity? 

cni  t W  H  ,ComPet,tlveL ec!uity  a"d  asking  what  leads  to  an  actual 
competitive  advantage,  there  is  really  only  one  answer— actual  com¬ 
petition.  The  only  thing  that  lends  to  it  is  a  competitive  advantage. 

e  have  current  legislation  that  addresses  any  competitive  advan- 
age  in  the  sport  of  tennis,  and  the  subcommittee  has  looked  at 
expanding  this  piece  of  legislation  to  all  sports. 

f  U^Ier  ,thlS  'eeislauon  a  student-athlete  or  prospect  has  one  year 
from  the  date  of  high-school  graduation  to  enroll  and  retain  four 

cnmnie  !glbl  ,ty  be  lmmediateIy  eligible.  That  means  if  they 
competed  in  organized  competition  during  that  one-year  period  it 
does  not  affect  the  number  of  seasons  of  competition  that  they  will’be 

fompet^ghTawa^1  'hey  *™  'ni‘ia"y  eligib'e’  ^  be  » 

Now,  if  a  prospect  competes  outside  of  what  we  call  that  one-vear 
grace  period,  then  they  are  charged  with  a  season  of  competition  for 
eveiy  year  they  compete  beyond  that  one-year  period.  Also,  upon 

dence  8  enr°llment’ they  have  to  fulfil]  an  academic  year  in  resi¬ 
st  6  i°fth]S  TUld  be  if  a  ProsPect  competes  for  two  years 

r  high-school  graduation,  then  they  decide  to  leave,  they  will  lose 

Z-T  °I°mpetiti°n  and  must  an  academic  year  in  resi- 

coming  to  them67  ^  C°mPete  ^  the  three  Seasons  they  bave 

This  was  the  initial  proposal  put  forth  by  the  subcommittee 

t,he/,eSaIts  °J  numerous  educational  seminars  that 
ere  put  on  for  individuals  and  the  comments  that  were  coming  back 

thegTaTe6  period  Hat  ^  membership  was  interested  in  getting  rid  of 

r  haVt an  a!ternative  Proposal  that  will  also  be  put 
*nfa<*\th,s  13  the,  Proposal  that  the  subcommittee  is  support- 
g.  this  proposal  gets  rid  of  that  one-year  grace  period  The 

way  this  works  ,s  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  summer  following 
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high-school  graduation,  the  prospect  engages  in  organized  competi- 
.  tion,  then  they  are  charged  with  the  loss  of  a  season  of  competition 
for  every  year  that  they  compete  and  they  must  fill  an  academic  year 
in  residence. 

Using  the  same  example,  if  that  same  prospect  competes  in  two 
years  of  competition  after  high-school  graduation,  upon  initial  enroll¬ 
ment,  they  will  only  have  five  years  in  which  to  compete  and  only  two 
seasons  of  competition  after  fulfilling  their  academic  year  in  resi¬ 
dence. 

The  subcommittee  likes  this  proposal  for  many  reasons.  One  is 
that  it  directly  addresses  any  competitive  advantage  that  can  be 
gained  through  competition.  Also,  the  academic  year  in  residence 
that  must  be  fulfilled  shows  a  commitment  to  academics  on  the  part 
of  both  institutions  and  on  the  part  of  the  prospect. 

If  they  are  willing  to  forego  those  advantages  that  may  be  given 
to  them  if  we  deregulate  other  portions  of  Bylaw  12,  and  they  decide 
to  initially  enroll  and  they  are  willing  to  fulfill  that  academic  year  in 
residence  and  maintain  satisfactory  progress,  then  we  take  the  com¬ 
mitment  on  their  part  as  the  type  of  prospective  student-athlete  we 
would  want  in  our  program. 

The  first  issue  that  we  talked  about  is  the  subcommittee’s  issue 
of  prize  money.  We  chose  this  topic  because  prize  money  or  money  is 
so  intertwined  in  our  definition  of  amateurism,  and  we  wanted  to  see 
if  we  could  get  over  the  hump  and  look  at  it  in  a  different  way. 

I  will  share  with  you  two  case  scenarios  that  really  brought  clar¬ 
ity  to  the  subcommittee’s  evaluation  of  money  in  amateurism.  The 
first  was  a  15-year-old  swimmer  who  competed  in  the  1996  Olympics 
and  was  eligible  to  receive  $80,000  through  the  Operation  Gold  swim- 
ming  program  based  on  place  finish  in  the  Olympics. 

This  particular  young  woman— it  was  very  expensive  to  be  a 
swimmer  at  that  level  and  her  parents  had  spent  a  great  deal  of 
money.  They  were  unable  to  pass  up  $80,000  and  decided  to  accept 
it.  We  have  had  no  reinstatement  request  on  behalf  of  this  young 
woman  and  we  really  don’t  anticipate  that  we  would,  because  if  she 
needed  to  accept  it,  it  is  unlikely  she  would  be  able  to  repay  the 
money  in  order  to  regain  her  eligibility.  In  the  next  scenario,  a  14- 
year-old  in  the  same  Olympics  was  able  to  decline  the  $80,000  in 
prize  money.  Her  financial  situation  was  a  little  bit  different.  To  our 
knowledge,  she  is  now  attending  an  institution  this  fall.  These 
prospects  would  bring  the  same  element  to  an  institution  if  they  were 
both  to  enroll.  They  both  had  the  same  coaching,  the  state  of  New 
York  facilities  in  training,  and  the  same  extensive  competition 
against  international  and  national  competitors.  It  all  rests  on  the 
ability  to  repay,  which  leads  to  an  inconsistent  result. 

Repayment  is  a  typical  requirement  in  prize  money  cases.  The 
subcommittee  has  looked  at  the  “flow  of  money,”  if  that  makes  sense. 
The  flow  of  money  means  if  a  prospect  gets  money,  he  or  she  becomes 
a  professional  and  then  there  is  the  magical  thing  that  happens.  If 


you  repay  the  money,  it  somehow  addresses  all  the  things  that  you 
may  have  gained  through  that  competition,  and  you  are  now  able  to 
be  reinstated. 

Obviously,  if  someone  is  able  to  accept  prize  money,  it  may  mean 
they  are  able  to  compete  for  an  extended  period  of  time  after  high 
school.  If  this  occurred  again,  we  go  back  to  the  application  of 
14.2.4.2,  and  we  address  any  competitive  advantages  that  they 
gained  through  the  application  of  that  legislation. 

The  next  area  is  drafts  and  contracts.  This  area  involves  the 
same  issues  as  prize  money  in  that  the  subcommittee  concluded  there 
is  nothing  in  being  drafted  or  signing  a  contract  that  gives  you  an 
outright  competitive  advantage. 

We  will  review  three  cases  to  show  the  application  of  current  leg¬ 
islation.  In  the  first  case,  the  prospect  places  his  name  on  the 
National  Hockey  League  draft  list.  He  was  not  drafted,  he  did  not  get 
a  contract,  yet  he  was  reinstated  after  being  withheld  from  two  sea¬ 
sons  and  charged  with  the  loss  of  two  seasons. 

In  the  next  case,  an  individual  signed  a  minor  league  contract  to 
play  professional  baseball  and  withdrew  from  the  team  after  four 
practices.  He  never  competed  and  he  never  received  any  compensa¬ 
tion.  This  individual  was  not  reinstated.  The  old  standard  of  review 
or  the  current  standard  of  review  is  intent  to  professionalize.  We  are 
able  to  show  this  professionalism  by  engaging  in  these  activities. 

The  next  case  is  signing  a  player’s  contract  for  a  minor  league 
team.  In  one  month,  he  was  released  for  a  preexisting  injury  and  did 
not  receive  any  compensation.  His  eligibility  was  not  reinstated. 
These  cases  illustrate  two  points. 

One  is  that  none  of  these  prospects  gained  a  competitive  advan¬ 
tage.  They  never  actually  competed  for  any  of  these  teams.  It  also 
shows  the  very  significant  conditions  for  reinstatement  that  can  be 
imposed.  In  one  case,  losing  two  seasons  and  in  the  other  two  cases, 
not  being  reinstated  at  all  and  never  being  able  to  play  intercollegiate 
athletics. 

The  second  point  is  the  inconsistency  in  the  application  of  the 
current  standards  and  intent  to  professionalize.  In  some  other  sport 
systems,  it  is  very  difficult  to  be  able  to  assess  the  intent  of  an  indi¬ 
vidual.  You  see  that  some  people  who  put  their  names  in  the  draft 
were  able  to  have  some  eligibility  come  back  to  them. 

Of  course,  for  some  of  the  same  things  for  signing  a  contract,  oth¬ 
ers  lost  all  of  their  eligibility  because  we  were  able  to  show  a  clear 
intent  that  they  signed  a  major  league  contract  in  the  United  States. 
The  question  with  the  draft  and  signing  of  contracts  is  does  it  affect 
equity? 

There  are  two  general  concerns  we  would  have.  One  would  be 
competitive  advantage  that  is  gained.  If  that  is  to  be  our  focus,  we 
cite  Bylaw  14.2.4.2  to  look  at  what  competition  they  engaged  in  after 
high-school  graduation.  We  find  in  that  bylaw  that  they  would  sit  a 
year  and  then  lose  whatever  season  of  competition  would  be  appro¬ 
priate. 
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The  next  area  is  a  little  bit  more  difficult  to  get  through  because 
it  deals  with  an  issue  that  does  directly  give  someone  a  competitive 
advantage.  We  will  look  at  one  actual  case  to  show  how  the  current 
legislation  applies. 

This  individual  participated  in  a  professional  tennis  tournament. 
They  registered  as  a  professional.  I  am  not  sure  if  they  were  aware 
that  they  registered  as  a  professional  or  amateur  in  tennis.  But  their 
expenses  for  traveling  and  competing  for  these  prize  monies  may 
have  gained  them  a  competitive  advantage.  This  individual  was  not 
reinstated. 

What  is  interesting  about  this  is  that  this  prospect  would  have 
been  okay.  They  would  have  had  to  repay  the  prize  money,  but  they 
would  have  perhaps  had  four  years  of  eligibility  coming  to  them  if 
they  had  simply  checked  a  different  box  as  an  amateur. 

That  is  how  it  is  in  determining  amateur  and  professional  status. 
Somehow,  the  signing  of  a  different  box  on  the  form  changes  what  you 
are  and  sometimes  changes  the  actual  competition.  This  was  one  of 
those  cases  that  shows  the  inconsistency  in  the  application  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  legislation. 

Keeping  that  previous  case  in  mind,  this  person  did  actually  com¬ 
pete  in  organized  competition.  So  we  go  back  to  the  application  of 
Bylaw  14.2.4.2  to  draft  any  competitive  advantage.  So  this  individ¬ 
ual  would  have  eligibility  included  for  athletic  ability,  but  not  as 
much  as  four  years.  But  we  would  be  able  to  bring  him  back  into  our 
program. 

Another  difficult  area  is  acceptance  of  pay  or  compensation  other 
than  prize  money.  This  would  be  in  the  form  of  salaries,  stipends,  edu¬ 
cational  grants  or  any  of  those  forms  that  you  may  be  able  to  think 
of  The  subcommittee  recognizes  this  is  more  difficult,  but  it  still  held 
to  its  analysis  of  prize  money  in  that  it  is  not  the  receipt  of  pay  itself 
that  lends  itself  to  the  competitive  advantage.  Instead,  it  is  the  actu¬ 
al  competition. 

Obviously,  if  you  are  receiving  pay  for  play,  you  are  most  likely 
playing  and  you  are  competing,  so  again  we  go  back  to  Bylaw  14.2.4.2 
to  address  any  competitive  advantage  that  may  have  been  gained  by 
that  actual  competition. 

With  that,  I  will  turn  it  back  to  Ted. 

Mr.  Leland:  In  my  preliminary  discussions  with  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  I  formulated  some  questions  that  I  would  like  to  pose  that 
may  anticipate  some  questions  you  might  have.  We  asked  these  four 
questions  and  got  a  response  from  different  committee  members. 
Then  we  will  open  it  up  for  questions. 

My  first  question  on  behalf  of  all  of  you  is  why  are  we  here?  How 
did  the  issue  of  the  application  of  our  current  amateurism  legislation 
become  a  concern  and  how  many  of  these  types  of  evaluations  and 
decisions  that  we  saw  here  do  we  have  to  make  on  an  annual  basis? 

Lyman  Porter  (University  of  California,  Irvine):  Let  me  try  to 
provide  a  brief  answer  to  that,  Ted.  David  Knight  has  already  used 
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some  of  that  in  his  opening  statement,  so  I  don’t  want  to  review  that 
history.  Just  to  remind  you,  the  AEC  Cabinet  has  four  standing  sub¬ 
committees.  When  the  cabinet  was  formed  several  years  ago,  some  of 
us  got  put  on  that  committee,  not  necessarily  by  choice,  but  we  ended 
up  on  that  subcommittee.  I  think  that  those  of  us  who  have  been  on 
it  since  then  have  thought  that  we  were  really  dealing  with  some  fun¬ 
damental  issues  that  turned  out  to  be  more  than  we  anticipated. 

As  our  subcommittee  began  to  look  at  the  issue  of  amateurism, 
we  decided  to  focus  on  the  fundamentals.  There  were  various  state¬ 
ments  in  the  NCAA  Manual  about  amateurism  and  we  decided  that 
we  were  going  to  try  to  keep  our  focus  on  the  basic  issues  that  need¬ 
ed  attention.  So  we  started  in  a  sense — if  I  could  make  an  analogy  to 
the  budgeting  area — with  what  we  call  “zero-based  budgeting.”  We 
started  from  scratch  as  if  there  was  nothing  prior  going  on.  We 
looked  at  going  forward  and  what  made  the  most  sense. 

That  is  the  first  point  I  want  to  make.  We  started  with  no  pre¬ 
conceptions  on  the  subcommittee.  We  felt  that  all  of  the  regulations 
and  interpretations  related  to  amateurism  needed  attention.  We 
started  from  level  ground,  so  to  speak. 

Secondly,  the  subcommittee  was  informed  over  the  next  couple  of 
years  about  all  of  the  different  reinstatement  cases.  The  number  of 
those  reinstatement  cases  and  the  complexities  related  to  comparing 
the  situation  from  one  country  to  another  is  difficult.  Other  countries 
don’t  have  intercollegiate  athletics  like  we  do  in  the  United  States. 

There  are  inconsistencies  on  how  we  treat  foreign  student  cases 
from  U.S.  cases.  So  we  were  informed  by  a  lot  of  the  evidence  about 
the  difficulties  of  interpreting  the  current  regulations.  These  were 
the  ground  rules.  We  wanted  to  focus  on  that.  Clearly,  there  was  a 
problem, 

Mr,  Leland:  Thank  you,  Lyman,  I  neglected  to  mention  that  you 
have  a  paper  at  your  chair  that  you  can  take  with  you.  1  should  apol¬ 
ogize  for  this.  I  should  have  disposed  of  this  at  the  beginning.  The 
legislation  that  relates  to  this  initiative  is  at  least  six  months  behind 
where  the  legislation  that  dealt  with  the  last  basketball  issue.  In 
other  words,  the  Management  Council  intends  to  do  a  preliminary 
review  of  specific  proposals  regarding  amateurism  at  its  April  meet¬ 
ing  if  it  so  chooses.  If  it  so  chooses,  it  could  pass  those  on  a  prelimi¬ 
nary  basis  and  put  them  out  for  comment. 

But  the  earliest  the  Management  Council  would  act  on  this  and 
the  very  earliest  the  Board  would  act  on  this  is  in  October  of  2000.  So 
we  are  a  little  bit  further  behind.  That  is  why  you  are  seeing  this  in 
a  nebulous  state.  We’re  trying  to  lay  out  a  set  of  issues  as  opposed  to 
specific  legislation.  The  committee  will  come  hack  with  specific  leg¬ 
islation. 

My  second  question  for  the  committee  is  that  I  understand  the 
subcommittee  believes  that  the  proposed  legislation  should  be 
applied  initially  to  all  sports.  The  concerns  I  have  heard  is  that  there 
are  specific  problems  with  a  specific  sport — namely  basketball.  How 
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can  these  specific-sports  concerns  be  addressed? 

Tom  Hansen  (Pacific- 10  Conference):  The  answer  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  have  —  you  stole  my  speech,  Mr.  Leland — is  that  these  are 
at  a  very  early  stage.  Since  we  have  learned  about  the  basketball 
issues,  it  was  too  far  down  the  track  for  membership  input.  The  rea¬ 
son  we  are  before  you  today  is  to  generate  input. 

We  realize  that  a  lot  of  these  proposals  are  even  newer  than  the 
basketball  proposals.  The  subcommittee  and  the  academic  cabinet 
are  meeting  in  February  before  the  Management  Council  meets  in 
April.  As  Ted  said,  this  is  a  long,  long  way  before  it  goes  to  the  Board. 

We  haven’t,  as  has  been  mentioned,  but  I  want  to  repeat,  talked 
about  the  postenrollment  and  I  don’t  think  we  have  addressed  the 
subject  of  agents  whatsoever.  As  one  who  has  seen  that  up  close  and 
personal,  I  don’t  know  that  there  is  any  answer  to  that,  no  matter 
how  many  years  we  spend  on  that  subject. 

Answer  number  one  to  the  question  is  we  are  still  a  long  ways 
away.  We  are  soliciting  input.  Christine  Grant  has  been  tireless  in 
traveling  to  all  types  of  meetings.  At  every  meeting  I  have  been  at, 
she  has  been  there  and  trying  to  give  you  the  reason  behind  this. 

As  was  stated,  particularly  by  Lisa,  we  have  found  that  there  are 
problems  in  amateurism  rules  in  every  sport,  and  serious  problems. 
The  subcommittee  has  been  moved  by  the  fact  that  you  keep  sending 
in  restoration  requests  for  your  student-athletes. 

You  are  not  content  with  the  way  the  rules  are  now.  That  is 
another  reason  why  we  have  reacted  with  these  proposed  changes. 
We  have  plenty  of  time  to  work  with  the  specific  sports  groups  and 
specific  sports  concerns.  We  welcome  those  and  we  certainly  will 
undertake  those. 

I  was  a  latecomer  to  this.  I  am  not  actually  on  the  academics  cab¬ 
inet.  Journalism  majors  don’t  qualify  for  that  august  body.  I  joined 
it  to  provide,  along  with  Andy  Geiger,  more  Division  I-A  input 
because  it  didn’t  have  any  on  that  particular  subcommittee.  When  I 
arrived,  much  of  the  groundwork  had  been  laid,  thanks  to  Christine, 
Lyman  and  those  who  were  on  the  subcommittee.  I  found  it  very 
hard  to  say,  “but  if  you  do  that,  isn’t  this  going  to  happen?”  You  need 
to  keep  in  mind  the  tennis  rule,  which  is  14.2.4.2  that  we  talked 
about,  where  if  you  go  out  and  have  these  outside  competitions,  then 
you  begin  to  be  penalized  in  the  athletic  career  in  college  in  a  corre¬ 
sponding  manner.  You  don’t  come  in  as  a  25-year-old  post-profes¬ 
sional  player  as  a  true  freshman.  That  is  not  going  to  happen. 

So  we  believe  that  is  the  answer  to  many  of  the  concerns  that 
came  up  in  our  meetings  and  will  come  up  when  all  of  you  discuss 
these  proposals. 

Sondra  Norrell-Thomas  (Howard  University):  I  just  want  to 
add  that  for  two  years  we  listened  to  a  lot  of  presidents  talk  to  us 
about  disassociation  from  the  sport.  Most  of  us  were  not  interested 
in  hearing  that. 

But  as  you  began  to  listen  to  the  treatment  that  was  given  to  the 
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student" athletes,  we  had  to  have  an  open  mind  and  we  saw  that  some 
changes  needed  to  be  made.  One  of  the  things  that  was  so  convinc¬ 
ing  for  me  was  that  we  separated  this  and  only  talked  about  the  pre¬ 
enrollment  area  of  this.  It  gave  me  an  opportunity  to  see  that  some¬ 
one  out  there  thought  that  they  were  good  enough  to  be  able  to  go 
into  professional  sports,  and  we  found  out  that  it  was  not  the  case.  It 
gave  them  an  opportunity  to  come  back  and  get  a  chance  at  an  edu¬ 
cation.  So  that  was  participation  and  an  education  that  they  could 
come  back  to.  This  is  something  we  had  not  been  able  to  give  them 
before.  So  that  is  what  opened  my  mind,  that  we  could  educate  more 
people. 

Mr.  Leland:  Here  is  my  third  question.  The  subcommittee  has 
made  a  lot  of  presentations  to  the  Board,  cabinet,  Management 
Council,  a  number  of  coaching  and  other  professional  groups.  What 
has  been  your  experiences  in  presenting  these  ideas  and  what  has 
been  the  biggest  objections  or  concerns? 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Staff):  We  have  spoken  to  many,  many 
groups  on  two  levels.  One  level  was  to  educate  about  the  work  of  the 
subcommittee  and  to  get  a  sense  if  we  are  going  in  the  right  direction. 
Also,  we’d  ask  if  there  were  any  alternative  ideas  that  we  can  take 
back  with  us  to  help  us  bring  back  a  better  product.  Our  experiences 
have  been  primarily  positive.  Usually,  what  we  find  before  the  pre¬ 
sentation  is  kind  of  a  general  fear  of  change  and  not  understanding 
why  we  are  needing  the  change.  That  is  some  of  the  concern  at  the 
outset.  Generally,  after  the  presentation  we  will  have  very  extensive 
conversations  that  are  very  productive  and  very  good.  We  seem  to 
have  at  least  opened  up  people’s  minds,  even  if  we  have  not  neces¬ 
sarily  brought  them  over  to  our  side  completely. 

One  of  the  biggest  concerns  that  we  always  heard  about  was  the 
grace  period  in  Bylaw  14.2.4.2,  that  the  various  sports  felt  that  this 
perhaps  opened  up  an  area  where  individuals  could  come  in  and  use 
that  one  year  and  really  give  the  prospect  some  significant  competi¬ 
tive  advantage  just  within  one  year.  So  it  was  based  on  that  kind  of 
thinking  that  we  wrote  it  taking  out  that  grace  period. 

Another  concern  that  we  hear  generally  expressed  is  that  some¬ 
how  this  legislation  encourages  prospects  to  pursue  other  endeavors 
rather  than  going  to  college  and  pursuing  education.  What  we  find 
when  we  look  at  the  multitude  of  reinstatement  cases  is  what  actu¬ 
ally  is  going  to  happen— that  this  primarily  is  going  to  open  the  door 
to  prospects  who  have  previously  been  excluded  from  pursuing  a  col¬ 
lege  education  in  intercollegiate  athletics.  They  are  going  to  be  able 
to  have  some  eligibility,  and  we  are  opening  doors  rather  than  encour¬ 
aging  an  individual  to  go  out  and  pursue  other  endeavors.  Those 
individuals  who  have  a  great  talent  and  a  great  skill  to  go  out  there 
as  a  professional  are  already  doing  it  today. 

Those  individuals  are  a  very,  very  small  minority  of  prospects.  It 
is  very  unlikely  that  those  individuals  will  really  want  to  come  back 
and  give  up  the  money  or  give  up  the  professional  career  to  sit  a  year 
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'  and  then  play  a  limited  amount  of  time  in  college. 

One  of  the  other  secondary  concerns  that  we  heard  about  is  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  out  there.  There  was  concern  that  there  was 
this  great  amount  of  money  that  they  could  be  able  to  get  and  then 
go  to  college.  We  have  never  been  able  to  really  understand  the  sub¬ 
stantive  amount  of  money  that  would  necessarily  be  a  concern. 
Generally,  in  the  cases  of  reinstatement  fees,  we  are  dealing  with 
very  small  sums  of  money.  We  usually  don’t  see  high  dollar  amounts. 
The  vast  majority  of  prospects  will  be  engaging  in  endeavors  that 
bring  about  a  small  amount  of  money.  Again,  if  they  compete  for  any 
period  of  time,  we  would  like  to  see  14,2.4.2.  Those  are  generally  the 
concerns  that  we  have  had  specified  to  us, 

Mr.  Leland:  Thank  you,  Lisa.  The  subcommittee  appears  to 
move  for  evaluation  of  amateurism  based  on  monetary  concerns  to  an 
evaluation  of  whether  the  kid  has  gained  a  competitive  advantage  in 
his  or  her  athletics  career  or  what  they  bring  to  the  university. 

Is  this  change  there?  Is  that  true  what  I  just  said?  If  so,  how  did 
the  committee  get  to  that  point? 

Lyman  Porter  (University  of  California,  Irvine):  I  think  a  fun¬ 
damental  issue  that  we  looked  at  was  related  to  by  our  president,  Ced 
Dempsey  To  what  extent,  if  any,  should  the  NBA  be  trying  to  regu¬ 
late  the  activities  of  students  before  they  enroll  in  our  universities 
other  than,  obviously,  their  academic  performance? 

Essentially,  we  decided  as  a  subcommittee  that  it  is  not  the  situ¬ 
ation  that  we  are  facing.  Our  focus  was  on  as  long  as  it  did  not  dis¬ 
turb  or  in  some  way  engage  someone  in  an  unfair  competitive  advan¬ 
tage.  Therefore,  we  decided  that  money  was  in  a  sense  a  side  issue. 
The  issue  was  if  any  competitive  advantage  was  being  gained  and 
how  would  that  affect  competition  once  the  student  was  first 
enrolled.  That  is  dealt  with  repeatedly  by  14,2.4.2.  So  we  focused 
simply  on  the  question  of  why  should  we  try  to  regulate  anything 
other  than  the  issue  of  gaining  an  unfair  advantage? 

Basically,  what  we  are  proposing  is  going  to  be  easier  to  adminis¬ 
ter.  It  is  going  to  be  more  fair  to  the  prospective  student-athlete.  In 
my  view,  it  will  be  fair  to  our  own  institutions  because  I  think  that  it 
eliminates  a  lot  of  game  playing  that  now  goes  on  with  all  the 
requests  for  reinstatement.  It  has  been  very  hard  to  maintain  con¬ 
sistency  with  all  of  those  requests. 

Mr.  Hansen  (Pacific- 10  Conference):  I  think  we  have  to  take  a 
look  at  the  rules  now  and  how  hard  they  are  to  administer,  how 
inconsistent  they  are  and  how  completely  contradictory  they  are  with 
what  the  rest  of  the  world  is  doing;  what  the  United  States  Olympic 
Committee  and  the  federations  are  doing. 

To  me,  when  I  saw  some  of  these  cases  of  individual  student-ath¬ 
letes,  it  was  tragic.  Also,  to  just  reiterate  a  point  that  Lyman  made, 
it  doesn’t  seem  to  me  that  if  two  institutions  are  recruiting  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete,  what  difference  does  it  make  if  that  student-athlete 
tried  for  a  summer  to  play  professional  baseball  and  failed  to  succeed 
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and  now  wants  to  play  college  baseball? 

There  is  no  competitive  advantage  gained  by  either  of  the  insti- 
tiitions  or  several  institutions  in  trying  to  recruit  the  student-athlete. 

Mr.  Leland:  Now,  we  will  open  it  up  for  questions.  Go  to  the 
microphone  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments. 

James  Castaneda  IRice  University!:  I’m  a  member  of  the  AEC 
Cabinet.  I  have  been  involved  as  a  spectator  and  as  a  participant  in 
the  discussions  at  the  cabinet  level. 

1  "JHf1  say  there  are  a  couple  of  personal  concerns  that  I  have 
When  I  hear  that  we  are  interested  in  student  welfare  and  also  in 
competitive  equity,  and  when  I  hear  that  the  small  amounts  of  money 
that  are  currently  in  play  are  not  amounts  that  should  cause  us  con¬ 
cern,  one  of  my  concerns  is  if  we  do  allow  to  pay  for  play-finish,  that 
this  could  alter  dramatically  the  whole  recruiting  scene. 

There  could  be  lots  of  tournaments  and  competitions  arranged 
that  wouW  be  on  an  invitational  basis.  The  top  student-athletes 

r>d  jC'  lnviled  to  be  there  and  the  control  in  some  way  could  be 
handled  by  institutions. 

A  second  concern  I  have  is  that  we  talked  about  preenrollment 
and  postenrollment  as  if  there  is  no  connection.  I  personally  feel  that 
just  as  Bylaw  14.2.4.2,  the  tennis  rule,  is  now  being  proposed  for  all 
sports,  that  there  is  a  tendency  and  a  very  natural  tendency  once  the 
train  gets  moving  to  keep  it  going  in  the  same  direction. 

I  certainly  feel  that  there  are  certain  things  that  I  might  be  con¬ 
vinced  to  vote  for  in  a  preenrollment  standard.  I  would  not  want  to 
vote  for  a  postenrollment  standard.  I  wonder  simply,  and  this  is  part¬ 
ly  a  concern  and  partly  a  question,  is  it  fair  to  say  on  the  part  of  the 
committee  that  even  though  your  work  so  far  has  been  in  the  pre¬ 
enrollment  area  that  it  would  not  be  a  normal  sequence  or  normal 
tendency  to  go  ahead  into  the  postenrollment  period? 

1  finish  with  one  general  statement.  I  am  pleased  with  the 
attendance  here  today,  but  it  is  far  from  representative  of  all  of 
Division  I  I  know  that  in  the  restructured  NCAA  there  is  a  great  and 
widespread  sense  of  disenfranchisement  out  there  among  all  of  the 
members.  I  know  that  there  has  even  been  a  policy  statement  for  this 
committee  appearing  before  different  groups  and  talking  to  different 
groups  trying  to  convince  them.  Having  been  a  member  of  one  of 
these  groups,  I  have  been  partially  convinced  by  what  I  have  heard. 

1  Wf  ar?  talkm?  .alx,ut  April  and  October  as  the  target  dates  for 
different  points  in  this  procedure,  I  really  would  like  to  ask  what  is 
e  plan  to  get  information  like  this  out  beyond  the  groups?  The 
groups  do  not  involve  all  NCAA  members.  What  is  the  procedure9 

What  is  the  proposal  for  disseminating  all  of  this  information  to  the 
total  membership? 

Amateurism  is  a  cherished  concept  for  the  NCAA  and  for  the 
individual  members  and  for  the  members  collectively.  I  think  that 
what  is  being  proposed  may  not  strike  us  as  being  privy  to  all  of  these 
discussions  as  radical  a  change  as  it  would  obviously  be  for  most  of 
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the  membership. 

I  simply  hope  that  with  our  targets  of  April  and  October,  that 
there  is  something  in  place  that  will  get  this  out  to  the  entire  mem¬ 
bership.  I  think  that  they  deserve  it. 

Mr.  Leland:  That  is  great.  I  think  I  heard  three  questions.  Tom, 
do  you  have  these  sorted  out? 

Bill  Saum  (NCAA  Staff):  Let’s  take  the  third  question  first  in 
regards  to  the  strategic  plan.  Lisa  is  going  to  answer  that.  Let  me 
preface  Lisa’s  answer  by  saying  that  Mr.  Dempsey  appointed  a  num¬ 
ber  of  “initiative  committees”  after  the  most  recent  Executive 
Committee  meeting.  One  of  those  initiative  committees  had  to  do 
with  amateurism.  That  amateurism  initiative  committee  was 
charged  with  coming  up  with  a  strategic  plan  for  our  deregulation  of 
any  number  of  issues,  but  also  with  what  the  subcommittee  is  doing. 
So  there  is  a  specific  plan  of  action  in  place.  Lisa  will  talk  about  that, 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Staff):  This  is  going  to  take  the  same  track 
that  all  legislation  does  involving  the  membership  because  we  are 
aware  of  all  of  the  legislation  before  the  Management  Council.  You 
will  have  the  opportunity  during  the  comment  period  to  bring  your 
comments  back  to  that  body. 

We  have  up  until  this  point  been  committed  to  educating  as  many 
people  as  possible.  We  plan  to  continue  that.  We  have  bantered  about 
a  lot  of  things  that  we  can  do  in  sending  packets  to  the  schools.  We 
would  love  to  give  part  of  the  packet  .we  prepared  for  you  today  to  as 
many  people  as  possible,  if  you  know  of  individuals  who  would  like  to 
have  that. 

There  was  another  issue  that  was  brought  up  in  pre-  and  post¬ 
enrollment.  With  preenrollment,  we  showed  you  the  things  that  we 
used  that  were  in  the  best  interest  of  the  student-athletes  and  com¬ 
petitive  equity.  The  subcommittee  had  the  conversation  about  what 
sort  of  things  do  we  have  proposed  for  postenrollment? 

Those  things  do  change.  We  realize  those  are  now  on  our  cam¬ 
puses  and  that  we  are  able  to  regulate  and  monitor  them  in  different 
ways  what  they  do  and  perhaps  more  appropriate  ways  to  do  so  in 
those  cases.  Some  of  the  additional  values  that  we  talked  about  are 
a  commitment  to  academics,  our  responsibility  to  the  institution,  the 
student-athlete  and  the  student-athlete’s  responsibilities  back  to  the 
institution,  the  interest  of  the  team,  and  the  interest  of  the  institu¬ 
tion. 

It  has  become  clear  to  us  that  if  you  bring  in  all  of  those  values, 
the  types  of  deregulation  that  you  see  in  postenrollment  are  very  like¬ 
ly  to  be  different  than  the  preenrollment  because  there  are  different 
interests  involved  with  that.  I  think  we  would  imagine,  and  it  is  our 
belief,  that  you  would  not  see  in  a  postenrollment  period  the  same 
type  and  extent  of  change  that  you  would  see  in  preenrollment. 

You  may  see  some  additional  deregulation,  but  they  are  going  to 
be  holding  those  values  that  I  told  you  about.  I  think  that  for  the  sub¬ 
committee,  that  brings  some  level  of  comfort;  that  those  are  the  val- 


ues  they  are  going  to  use.  I  think  it  will  result  in  different  sources  of 
deregulation  over  that  period. 

Mr.  Saum:  For  several  other  plans  and  issues  in  the  strategic 
plan,  we  will  continue  with  some  editorials  in  The  NCAA  News.  You 
can  Find  amateurism  deregulation  on  the  Web.  We  will  have  articles 
on  amateurism  in  The  NCAA  News.  We  will  add  the  “FAQs”  that 
appeared  in  your  booklet  into  The  NCAA  News. 

We  will  continue  to  attend  various  committee  meetings — such  as 
the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison,  Women’s  Athletics  Committee  and 
Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  and  continue  to  communicate 
in  that  fashion.  We  will  continue  to  communicate  with  the  CCA  and 
our  president  will  send  correspondence  to  our  Division  I  presidents  in 
this  regard.  Those  are  just  a  few  of  the  specific  items  in  the  strategic 
plan. 

Mr.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  For  the  last  question,  Jim, 
the  subcommittee  shared  your  concern  about  outside  groups — the 
shoe  companies  of  the  world,  so  to  speak — having  influence.  We  have 
proposed  an  expansion  or  a  strengthening  of  the  athlete’s  interests. 

Legislation  is  clear  that  an  organization,  commercial  or  other¬ 
wise,  could  access  a  recruiter  on  behalf  of  an  institution.  It  is  a  rep 
just  as  an  individual  would  be  a  rep. 

Lyman  Porter  (University  of  California,  Irvine):  I  just  wanted 
to  comment  on  Jim’s  appropriate  concern  about  what  we  might  do 
here  eventually  on  the  Association’s  behalf  to  what  we  are  proposing 
for  preenrollment.  Will  that  determine  the  changes  that  are  to  be 
made  in  postenrollment? 

My  analysis,  Jim,  is  that  I  don’t  think  that  we  are  on  some  pub¬ 
lic  float  that  if  we  pass  the  proposed  preenrollment  legislation,  that 
this  somehow  locks  us  into  taking  certain  positions  on  postenroll¬ 
ment.  I  just  think  there  is  really  nothing  here  that  we  would  do  in 
passing  this  that  would  somehow  determine  one  way  or  the  other 
what  is  done  in  postenrollment. 

I,  myself,  have  become  a  committed  dove  on  preenrollment,  but  I 
remain  a  vigilant  hawk  on  postenrollment.  I  really  don’t  think  that 
we  are  doing  something  that  will  somehow  restrict  our  freedom  in  the 
postenrollment  in  terms  of  whatever  changes  we  might  or  might  not 
want  to  make. 

Mike  McGee  (University  of  South  Carolina,  Columbia):  I  would 
like  to  make  just  a  couple  of  quick  comments  and  then  ask  a  question. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  legislation  encourages  stomping  out  a  year 
with  little  in  the  way  of  consequences. 

One  would  question  whether  this  is  in  the  best  academic  interest 
from  high  school  to  college  life.  Another  concern  is  that  high-school 
students  will  set  their  sights  on  post-high-school  professional  oppor¬ 
tunities  as  we  see  time  after  time  that  it  does  at  the  tail  end  of  the 
college  experience  and  influence  high-school  academic  performance. 

1  don’t  think  we  should  try  to  compare  tennis  with  the  potential 
for  problems  and  abuses  in  other  sports.  It  is  a  long  way  from  tennis 


122 


■2000  Convention  Proceedings 


to  the  potential  money,  agents  and  problems  that  are  associated  in 
basketball,  hockey  and  other  sports  with  the  nefarious  influences 
that  we  see. 

We  talked  a  little  earlier  about  the  problems  of  agents  and  those 
interests  that  are  created  in  the  summer.  That  clearly  is  opening  the 
door  for  tremendous  abuse.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  dealing  with  the 
whole  issue  of  consequences  in  this  decision,  that  if  we  looked  at  a 
one-for-one  loss  of  eligibility — I  know  the  committee  had  some  dis¬ 
cussions  relating  to  that — but  if  we  looked  at  a  one-for-one  loss  of 
years  of  eligibility,  which  also  clearly  relates  to  current  consequences 
for  NCAA  violations,  that  this  would  at  least  tend  to  address  these 
problems. 

Mr.  Hansen  (Pacific-10  Conference):  Mike,  on  your  second  point, 
the  committee  agrees  with  you  after  the  trips  that  it  has  made  to 
meet  with  different  groups.  The  recommendation  of  the  committee 
now  is  not  to  have  the  one-year  grace  period.  I  think  you  have  made 
an  important  point  and  the  committee  is  in  agreement. 

Julie  Roe-Suraner  (NCAA  Staff):  Also,  in  response  to  applying 
the  tennis  rule  to  all  sports,  the  subcommittee  has  determined  that 
deregulation  should  occur  in  all  sports.  The  failed  professional  sce¬ 
nario  that  Lisa  reviewed  in  a  couple  of  cases  and  precedents,  we  see 
those  in  the  sports  of  baseball,  soccer,  tennis  and  basketball.  We  are 
seeing  an  increasing  number  of  those  failed  professionals. 

Right  now,  they  have  no  option  because  they  are  failed  profes¬ 
sionals  and  they  show  that  intent  to  professionalize, 

Joe  Bertagna  (American  Hockey  Association):  It  seems  that  the 
term  “organized  competition”  covers  all  kinds  of  competition.  Some 
have  been  previously  considered  professional  and  there  are  some  who 
were  not. 

The  phrase  “opening  doors”  probably  applies  in  our  sport  to  a  kid 
who  plays  junior  hockey  in  Canada.  He  will  now  have  more  choices 
that  he  can  choose  in  college  before  they  were  professional.  There  are 
also  a  lot  of  American  families  who  have  17-  or  18-year-old  high- 
school  graduates  who  have  the  choice  of  playing  junior  high  hockey  in 
the  United  States,  which  was  always  amateur  hockey  and  not  profes¬ 
sional. 

For  those  families,  they  have  lots  of  choices.  They  no  longer  now 
have  the  choice  to  stay  in  their  home,  stay  in  the  United  States  and 
play  a  year  and  get  maturity.  So  I  guess  we  have  a  concern  that  we 
have  some  choices  that  have  been  taken  away  from  families  without 
much  input  from  our  constituency. 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Staff):  With  the  organized  competition  con¬ 
cerns  that  you  have  raised,  we  have  looked  at  it.  Actually,  Division  II 
has  been  at  the  forefront  of  putting  together  a  definition  of  organized 
competition  that  would  be  applicable  only  to  14.2.4.2.  It  would  be  dif¬ 
ferent  than  covered  in  the  rule  book.  We  have  brought  that  to 
Division  I  to  consider  doing  something  like  that  to  define  organized 
competition  in  a  different  way.  That  is  something  that  the  committee 


is  looking  at. 

Also,  if  there  are  specific  concerns  regarding  the  impact  that  this 
legislation  would  have  within  the  individual  sports — I  understand 
your  concern  is  with  U.S,  Hockey  and  Hockey  East— then  certainly 
any  specific  concerns  the  subcommittee  believes  can  be  addressed  on 
an  as-needed  basis. 

First  of  all,  it  is  important  to  get  the  fundamental  legislation 
applied  to  all  sports  so  we  can  keep  it  simple  and  keep  it  consistent. 
Then,  as  actual  concerns  do  arise,  we  will  deal  with  those  in  a  prag¬ 
matic  manner. 

So  we  understand  your  concern  and  we  are  discussing  that  as  a 
subcommittee.  There  is  certainly  nothing  stopping  any  specific  sport 
from  putting  forth  its  own  proposal  to  deal  with  the  concern  they 
have  regarding  deregulation.  Obviously,  that  will  come  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  we  would  assist  that  sport  in  any  way  in  looking  at 
that  issue. 

So  there  are  avenues  by  which  we  can  tweak  this  list  of  legisla¬ 
tion  as  those  concerns  do  actually  arise  so  we  can  make  it  the  best  it 
can  be. 

Bill  Saum  (NCAA  Staff):  Christine  Grant  sent  us  marching 
orders  for  our  meeting  in  February,  which  just  yesterday  we  extend¬ 
ed  to  a  third  day  We  need  your  specific  thoughts,  via  e-mail,  voice 
mail  or  letter,  so  we  can  get  it  in  front  of  Tom,  Lyman,  Sondra  and 
Christine,  and  discuss  them  in  February.  There  is  still  plenty  of  time. 

Paul  Baker  (University  of  Miami,  Florida):  We  have  talked  this 
morning  and  in  earlier  sessions  about  graduation  rates,  yet  this  sys¬ 
tem  seems  doomed  to  failure.  If  you  bring  a  student  back  after  not 
even  giving  him  the  first  year,  they  will  never  be  able  to  effectively 
complete  their  eligibility  in  time  to  graduate.  I  was  curious  about 
how  you  were  going  to  address  the  issue  of  allowing  people  to  com¬ 
plete  their  graduation. 

The  second  issue  that  has  not  been  addressed  is  agents.  There 
will  be  two  groups  of  students,  or  two  groups  of  professional  ath¬ 
letes — one  who  will  have  agents  and  one  who  doesn't  because  they 
will  be  expecting  to  come  back  to  school.  I  have  not  seen  that  issue 
anywhere.  I  don’t  know  how  you  plan  to  address  it  on  the  committee. 
If  the  committee  does  have  anything,  I  would  like  to  hear  about  it. 

The  last  thing  is  how  will  it  affect  recruiting?  Right  now,  our 
coaches  go  to  high  schools.  I  will  use  my  baseball  team  as  a  pretty 
fair  example.  We  go  to  high  schools  and  we  encourage  young  people 
to  continue  their  education  while  participating  in  their  sports. 

Now,  we  will  be  going  to  AAA  and  AA  ball  parks  looking  for  good 
players.  That  is  not  a  good  message.  We  talked  this  morning  about 
the  International  Basketball  League  beginning  to  play  in  New 
England.  Coaches,  in  their  40  days  or  50  days,  or  whatever  they  are 
going  to  have,  are  not  going  to  be  on  high-school  campuses.  They  are 
going  to  be  evaluating  professional  athletes  and  trying  to  bring  them 
back  to  our  campuses.  When  they  have  started  their  graduation  rou¬ 
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tine,  the  clock  is  running  against  them.  There  is  no  way  they  can  pos¬ 
sibly  graduate  in  the  period  of  time  that  you  will  have  remaining.  I 
would  just  like  to  bring  those  issues  to  your  attention  here  today. 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Staff):  Let  me  take  the  issue  about  gradua¬ 
tion  rates.  We  have  had  that  question  before.  The  subcommittee  has 
looked  at  it  as  really  being  a  financial  aid  question.  Can  you  give 
financial  aid  to  this  individual  if  they  have  just  one  or  two  seasons  of 
competition  coming  from  them  when  they  enroll? 

The  answer  is  the  same.  Yes,  financial  aid  legislation  applies. 
You  can  provide  that  individual  with  four  years  of  aid.  That  would  be 
an  institutional  decision  whether  you  want  to  bring  that  prospect  on 
to  your  campus  for  those  limited  seasons  of  competition. 

You  do  have  the  option  of  providing  them  with  the  means  by 
which  to  complete  their  education.  Also,  with  the  recruiting  issue, 
the  subcommittee  has  heard  these  concerns.  Some  of  those  concerns 
really  are  coach  or  school  choices.  How  do  you  want  to  tell  your 
coaches  to  recruit.  What  does  the  school  think  is  appropriate  and  the 
type  of  contact  that  you  bring  to  your  school? 

The  subcommittee  finds  it  difficult  to  look  at  changing  regula¬ 
tions  to  address  that.  Perhaps  one  of  the  problems  with  the  Manual 
that  we  have  today  is  that  we  try  to  address  what  we  think  people 
will  be  doing  and  it  will  not  be  appropriate.  Those  are  the  choices 
that  the  schools  and  the  coaches  make.  As  to  the  agents,  I  will  let 
someone  else  deal  with  that  issue. 

Bill  Saum  (NCAA  Staff):  Thank  you  for  bringing  up  the  issue  of 
agents  A  couple  of  quick  points  on  that.  The  membership  and  the 
Association  have  been  working  with  the  Uniform  State  Law 
Commission  for  the  past  year  and  one-half.  We  are  happy  to 
announce  that  in  July  they  will  sign  off  on  an  agent  law  that  we  will 
then  market  to  the  50  states  beginning  next  January  We  believe  that 
is  going  to  help  a  great  deal  in  dealing  with  some  of  the  challenges 
that  we  have. 

In  regard  to  how  the  agent  issue  will  affect  some  of  this  ama¬ 
teurism  deregulation,  I  think  we  really  need  to  begin — and  many  of 
us  have  already  done  this — to  recognize  what  it  is  that  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  with  today.  Basically,  it  is  entirely  underground.  We  need  to 
acknowledge  that  many  of  our  athletes  are  involved  with  agents. 

What  the  committee  will  be  doing  in  February  is  evaluate  and 
acknowledge  that  our  young  people  do  need  some  sort  of  advice  as 
they  go  into  these  meetings.  What  they  will  also  be  evaluating  is  that 
they  really  don’t  want  to  get  into  the  world  of  agents  continuing  to 
provide  benefits  to  our  athletes. 

I  think  there  is  still  a  very  positive  way  that  we  can  keep  the 
agent  issue  in  a  box  and  still  be  comfortable  with  the  amateurism 
deregulation.  The  subcommittee  will  tear  into  this  and  not  leave 
campus  until  we  get  this  fixed  in  February. 

David  O'Connor  (University  of  New  Hampshire):  There  are  two 
things  I  would  just  like  to  bring  up.  Number  one,  being  from  New 
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England,  we  really  have  a  lot  of  preparatory  schools.  A  lot  of  our  ath¬ 
letes  in  the  New  England  area  go  to  a  private  prep  school  a  year 
before  postgraduate  work. 

It  really  is  preparing  them  very  well  for  the  university.  My  con¬ 
cern  is  with  the  loss  of  the  grace  period.  That  is  really  going  to  affect 
the  preparatory  schools  in  the  New  England  area  as  far  as  them 
being  able  to  offer  and  attract  educational  opportunities  to  prospec¬ 
tive  student-athletes.  Along  with  that,  wouldn’t  this  also  encourage 
coaches  to — because  they  evaluate  young  prospective  student-ath¬ 
letes — ask  them  or  encourage  them  to  possibly  leave  their  high- 
schools  without  graduating  and  then  move  on  to  a  preparatory  school 
where  they  would  be  able  to  have  that  extra  competition  and  not  be 
forced  to  lose  that  grace  period?  Or  would  the  graduation  date  you 
receive  from  your  postgraduate  work  of  that  preparatory  school  be 
what  you  would  use  for  your  graduation  rate? 

Tom  Hansen  (Pacific- 10  Conference):  One  response  would  be 
the  latter.  We  would  work  with  the  prep  school  situation  directly.  We 
do  not  want,  however,  to  let  the  lack  of  a  high-school  graduation  stop 
the  process  from  beginning. 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Staff):  Also,  there  is  a  built-in  mechanism 
to  the  legislative  process  regarding  14.2.4.2.  It  would  indicate  the 
graduation  date  of  your  expected  class.  We  have  heard  from  individ¬ 
uals  that  we  have  coaches  out  there  encouraging  students  to  actual¬ 
ly  not  graduate  from  high  school  so  they  can  engage  in  organization¬ 
al  competition  and  not  invoke  14.2.4.2. 

With  that  in  place — the  date  of  your  expected  graduation  class — 
that  will  take  care  of  that  loophole, 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr*  Leland:  Okay.  I  thank  you  very  much.  We  will  conclude 
with  Commissioner  Hansen.  First  of  all,  there  are  three  staff  people 
up  here  who  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  on  this.  Let’s  express  our  appre¬ 
ciation  to  them.  (Applause)  When  the  commissioner  is  done,  we  will 
be  adjourned. 

Mr.  Hansen:  Once  again  Ted  has  stolen  my  story  line.  I  really 
wanted  to  thank  the  staff  for  an  outstanding  job.  This  is  obviously  an 
undertaking  of  great  magnitude  and  they  have  been  very  superb  in 
their  leadership.  It  is  very  important  that  Lisa  continue  to  advise  the 
committee  as  a  consultant. 

Thank  you  all  very  much  for  your  attention.  Please,  please  send 
us  more  thoughts,  ideas  and  comments.  This  is  still  in  the  initial 
stages,  and  we  can  make  very  good  use  of  it.  Thanks  again. 

[The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  11:50  a.m.] 
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Sunday  Afternoon,  January  9,  2000 

The  Division  II  Issues  Forum  on  Student- Athlete  Health  and 
Safety,  and  Amateurism  Deregulation,  was  called  to  order  with  Divi¬ 
sion  II  Management  Chair  Clint  Bryant,  Augusta  State  University, 
presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Clint  Bryant  (Augusta  State  University):  Good  afternoon.  I’d 
like  to  welcome  you  to  the  2000  Division  II  issues  forum  sponsored  by 
the  Division  II  Management  Council. 

This  year,  we  have  two  very  important  issues  to  address  that  are 
significant  to  all  divisions.  We  appreciate  you  taking  the  time  to  be 
here  for  the  next  two  hours.  At  this  time,  I’d  like  to  introduce  the 
vice-chair  of  the  Management  Council,  Barb  Schroeder  of  Regis  Uni¬ 
versity.  Barb  has  done  an  outstanding  job,  let’s  give  her  a  hand.  (Ap¬ 
plause) 

Due  to  time,  I’m  not  going  to  introduce  the  Management  Council 
members  individually,  but  at  this  time  will  all  current  Management 
Council  members  please  stand?  Thank  you. 

We  have  five  new  Management  Council  members  joining  us  after 
the  Convention.  If  any  of  those  new  Management  Council  members 
are  here,  would  you  please  stand? 

This  forum  is  designed  to  provide  information  to  Division  II  del¬ 
egates  on  national  issues  that  may  not  normally  be  discussed  at  the 
regional  seminars  or  conference  meetings.  The  two  topics  for  discus¬ 
sion  today  are  student-athlete  health  and  safety  issues  and  ama¬ 
teurism.  The  first  topic  today  will  be  student-athlete  health  and 
safety  issues.  We  Ye  going  to  keep  this  limited  discussion  from  1:40  to 
2:30.  At  this  time,  I’d  like  to  introduce  Jim  Watson,  the  director  of 
athletics  from  West  Liberty  State  College,  who  will  moderate  this 
portion  of  the  program.  Jim. 

HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  ISSUES  FORUM 

James  W.  Watson  (West  Liberty  State  College):  Thank  you. 
Good  afternoon,  everybody.  It’s  encouraging  to  see  such  a  wonderful 
turnout.  I’ve  been  coming  to  these  forums  for  a  number  of  years  and 
asking  myself  wouldn’t  1  rather  be  out  in  the  sunshine  or  watching 
the  football  game?  But  out  of  duty  we  come  and  we  listen  and  some¬ 
times  we’re  very  informed  and  sometimes  we  leave  shaking  our  heads 
not  so  sure  that  we  know  why  we  we’re  here. 

I  heard  this  morning  someone  say  that  this  athletic  training  topic 
is  really  a  hot  topic  this  year — one  of  the  hotter  things  that  has  been 
going  around.  I  think  beyond  being  a  hot  topic,  it’s  a  high  stakes  topic 
for  sure. 
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As  you  know,  in  the  last  few  years,  the  NCAA  has  reached  out  to 
the  membership  to  analyze  the  extent  of  health-care  coverage  that  is 
occurring  at  various  levels  throughout  the  Association.  There  have 
been  several  surveys.  Quite  honestly,  from  the  results,  we  haven’t 
gotten  very  good  grades  in  most  cases. 

I’m  sure  there  are  some  excellent  athletics  programs  that  score 
very  high  when  it  comes  to  comprehensive  medical  coverage  for  their 
athletes,  hut  I’m  afraid  that  as  we  look  across  the  divisions,  that  some 
of  us  don’t  quite  measure  up  to  where  we  need  to  be.  Poor  grades  in 
this  area  are  clearly  unacceptable.  There  is  simply  too  much  at  stake. 
We’ve  heard  so  much  talk  in  recent  years  about  student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare.  We’ve  written  so  much  about  student-athlete  welfare.  It’s  in  our 
strategic  plan.  It’s  kind  of  the  buzzword.  It’s  time  to,  as  the  expres¬ 
sion  goes,  “walk  the  talk.”  I’m  not  so  sure  that  we  have  done  that. 

I  don’t  think  it’s  a  stretch  to  call  it  a  moral  imperative  for  all  of 
us  to  face  the  music  about  the  status  of  emergency-care  coverage  and 
athletic-training  coverage  in  total  at  each  of  our  institutions. 

Today,  we  have  a  distinguished  panel  that  I’m  going  to  introduce. 
We’re  going  to  try  to  give  you  some  background.  I  know  that  a  forum 
ought  to  be  an  open  exchange  of  ideas;  but  unfortunately,  we  do  have 
to  spend  some  time  today  bringing  those  of  you  up  to  speed  who  may 
not  be  tuned  in  on  the  seriousness  of  this  issue. 

As  Clint  Bryant  said  yesterday  in  our  Management  Council 
meeting,  and  I  totally  agreed  with  him,  this  is  the  tip  of  the  iceberg. 
This  is  not  just  an  issue  that  has  come  about  because  of  the  NATA 
curriculum  changes  that  you’ll  learn  about.  We’ve  had  a  problem  out 
there  for  some  time.  We  apparently  haven’t  solved  it  based  on  the 
surveys  in  a  comprehensive  analysis  that  Randy  Dick  has  done  with 
his  group. 

There  clearly  is  plenty  of  work  to  be  done.  I’m  hoping  that  in  this 
brief  time  we  have  today  we  can  bring  out  the  issues  and  bring  some 
focus,  certainly  not  to  the  entire  problem  of  how  we  deal  with  the 
health  and  welfare  of  student-athletes,  obviously  that  would  take  far 
more  time  than  we  have.  But  we  want  to  focus  particularly  on  new 
information  pertaining  to  what  the  NATA  curriculum  changes  can 
mean  for  us  and  begin  to  develop  some  strategies  and  commitments 
as  we  try  to  deal  with  this  situation. 

At  this  time,  I’d  like  to  introduce  the  panel.  We  will  hear  its  pre¬ 
sentations  and  then  we’ll  have  some  time  for  your  questions. 

First  of  all,  I’d  like  to  introduce  from  the  Presidents  Council, 
President  Charles  Dunn  from  Henderson  State  University.  We’re 
happy  to  have  him  with  us  today.  Next  to  him  is  Mr.  Dallas  Curtis,  a 
student-athlete  from  Northeastern  State.  He  represents  the  NCAA 
Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  He  will  certainty  tell  us  the 
student-athlete’s  perspective  on  this  important  issue  and  I’m  sure 
carry  the  information  that  he  gathers  from  this  session  back  to  the 
student-athletes.  To  my  left  is  Randy  Dick,  who  is  the  NCAA  senior 
assistant  director  of  sports  sciences  and  the  liaison  to  the  competitive 
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safeguards  committee,  Randy,  we  appreciate  all  of  your  efforts  with 
this  issue.  Elsa  Cole,  chief  NCAA  legal  counsel.  Elsa  will  provide  a 
perspective  that  we  need  from  this  litigious  world  that  we  live  in. 
Next  to  Elsa  is  Mr.  Dennis  Miller  from  Purdue  University.  Dennis  is 
the  former  president  of  the  NATA.  We’re  delighted  that  he  could 
spend  time  with  us.  He  has  shown  a  willingness  to  hear  our  concerns 
and  to  work  with  us.  I’m  very  appreciative  of  Dennis’  willingness  to 
be  with  us.  Finally,  seated  on  the  end,  last  but  not  least,  Ms.  Rochelle 
Rittgers  from  Augustana  College.  She’s  the  director  of  training  ser¬ 
vices. 

At  this  time,  I’d  like  to  ask  Randy  to  share  some  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  the  surveys  that  the  competitive  safeguards  commit¬ 
tee  has  conducted  in  recent  years. 

Randy  Dick  (NCAA  Staff):  Thank  you,  Jim.  My  role  here  is  to 
try  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  what  the  current  situation  is  at  our  in¬ 
stitutions  with  regard  to  emergency  care  and  coverage. 

In  early  1998,  the  Committee  on  Competitive  Safeguards  and 
Medical  Aspects  of  Sports  issued  a  survey  to  the  membership  asking 
athletic  trainers — they  answered  the  survey — what  the  current  situ¬ 
ation  was  with  regard  to  coverage  at  practices  and  games  in  the  reg¬ 
ular  season  and  the  nontraditional  season  for  skill  instruction,  and 
for  strength  and  conditioning. 

We  wanted  to  get  a  feel  for  what  currently  was  happening  at  the 
institutions.  That  was  the  purpose  of  the  survey.  We  sampled  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  member  institutions.  It  was  a  stratified  sample  across  all 
three  divisions  with  the  help  of  our  research  staff.  The  responder  of 
the  survey  was  the  athletic  trainer.  We  looked  at  11  different  sports. 

In  the  handout  you  have  there  are  some  bullets  that  talk  about 
the  major  results  of  that  survey.  Again,  this  lays  the  groundwork  for 
where  we  are  currently  in  terms  of  our  situation  with  regard  to  an 
emergency-care  plan,  which  is  a  plan  that  is  in  place  for  every  prac¬ 
tice  and  game,  skill  instruction,  strength  and  conditioning,  and  so  on. 
If  something  happens,  is  there  a  pathway  of  getting  emergency  care 
to  the  athlete?  Ten  percent  or  more  of  our  institutions  did  not  have 
an  emergency  plan  for  the  regular-season  practices  or  games.  Signif¬ 
icantly  fewer  schools,  about  25  percent  or  more,  did  not  have  an  emer¬ 
gency  plan  for  the  nontraditional  season  practice  and  game.  Almost 
one-third  of  the  institutions  do  not  have  emergency  plans  for  skill  in¬ 
struction  and  strength  and  conditioning. 

So  as  Jim  mentioned,  we’re  not  in  an  optimal  situation.  It  should 
also  be  mentioned  that  when  you  look  at  these  across  divisions,  Divi¬ 
sion  I  had  the  best  record  overall,  and  Divisions  II  and  III  dropped  off 
significantly. 

With  regard  to  the  medical  coverage — having  someone  at  each 
practice  and  game  qualified  and  delegated  to  render  emergency  care, 
someone  with  at  least  basic  training  and  first  aid — almost  100  per¬ 
cent  of  the  schools  has  someone  qualified  to  do  that  at  regular-season 
practice  and  games.  There  were  a  few  sports  that  had  exceptions — 
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most  notably  cross  country  and  track— but  that  number  was  down  to 
about  60  percent. 

Adequate  medical  coverage  was  significantly  reduced,  as  it  was 
with  the  emergency  plan,  in  the  out-ofseason  or  non  traditional-sea¬ 
son  practices  and  games.  That  number  dropped  down  to  somewhere 
between  60  and  80  percent,  depending  on  the  sport  in  the  division. 
Fewer  than  50  percent  of  institutions  in  any  division  had  emergency- 
care  coverage  for  skill  instruction  and  strength  and  conditioning. 
Also,  fewer  than  50  percent  of  institutions  at  all  divisions  had  athletic 
training  or  athletic  personnel  trained  in  first  aid  and  CPR. 

Those  are  important  results  that  lay  the  groundwork  for  what 
our  current  situation  is.  We’re  going  to  hear  about  future  challenges, 
but  the  point  is,  right  now,  in  our  world  today,  we  have  room  for  im¬ 
provement  in  terms  of  emergency  care  and  coverage  of  our  athletes. 

I  need  to  talk  about  one  other  point,  and  then  I’ll  yield  to  Dallas. 
Vd  like  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  what  is  our  primary  medical  cover¬ 
age  resource  right  now.  That  resource  today  is  the  certified  or  the 
student-athletic  trainer. 

Well  talk  later  about  student- athletic  trainers.  You  need  to  real¬ 
ize  that  the  student-athletic  trainer  is  in  our  institutions  now.  They 
are  gaining  hours — hands-on  training  hours — in  order  to  qualify  for 
a  certification  and  exam.  The  student-athletic  trainer  has  two  routes 
to  this  exam.  One  is  the  internship  route.  They  have  an  academic 
curriculum  they  need  to  achieve  and  1,500  hours  of  hands-on  work, 
which  is  where  you  got  most  of  your  resources.  There  is  also  another 
route— the  curriculum  route— at  about  113  schools  that  our  institu¬ 
tions  currently  have.  They  also  have  academic  requirements  and 
about  800  hours  of  hands-on  training.  You  can  currently  go  by  either 
one  of  those  two  routes  in  your  four-year  career.  Once  you  complete 
that  and  get  those  hours  of  hands-on  training,  then  you  can  sit  for  the 
exam  that  will  certify  you  to  become  a  certified  athletic  trainer.  So 
that  lays  a  little  bit  of  the  groundwork  for  where  we  are  currently. 

Mr.  Watson;  Thank  you,  Randy.  Now,  taking  off  on  what  Randy 
just  said,  you  may  have  heard  that  there  was  only  one  route  of  certi¬ 
fication. 

Beginning  in  2004,  the  internship  route — allowing  one  to  sit  for  the 
NATA  certification  test — will  no  longer  be  available,  which  means  that 
the  impact  is  already  being  felt.  Dennis  will  elaborate  on  the  new  cur¬ 
riculum  changes  in  a  little  bit.  But  the  impact  is  being  felt  already  from 
the  standpoint  of  good-faith  recruiting.  If  young  people  come  to  cam¬ 
puses  where  you  have  internship  programs— in  other  words,  noncur¬ 
riculum  campuses — and  they  ask  if  you  have  athletic  training  or  any 
route  for  me  if  I  m  interested  in  student  training,  you  are  going  to  have 
to  say  in  good  faith  that  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  help  you  with  in¬ 
ternship  hours  because  that  route  will  no  longer  exist  by  the  time  you 
matriculate  and  you  therefore  won’t  be  able  to  sit  for  the  exam. 

I  think  we  are  beginning  to  already  see  the  effects,  perhaps  not  in 
the  numbers  of  student-trainers  on  any  given  day  this  year,  but  cer¬ 
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tainly  as  we  recruit  or  even  respond  to  inquiries  from  potential  stu¬ 
dents  coming  to  that  institution  without  a  curriculum.  We’re  going  to 
have  to  tell  them  that  this  will  soon  be  a  dead-end  road  for  them. 

With  that  said,  I’d  like  to  take  some  comments  from  the  student- 
athletes’  perspective,  particularly  relative  to  what  role  he  feels 
through  his  experience  that  student-trainers  specifically  have  played 
in  the  overall  health-care  coverage  on  his  campus.  Dallas. 

Dallas  Curtis  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee/North¬ 
eastern  State  University):  Thank  you,  Jim.  Good  afternoon.  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  it’s  an  honor  to  be 
here. 

One  of  the  first  factors  that  our  committee  deemed  important  was 
that  each  institution  have  an  emergency  plan  to  cover  all  student- 
athletes.  This  would  have  to  include  both  regular  and  off-season 
training.  Student-athletes  and  parents  expect  appropriate  coverage 
from  their  institution;  however,  it  has  been  proven  in  many  instances 
that  student-athletes  are  not  adequately  covered  by  an  emergency 
plan. 

Secondly,  we  feel  that  not  only  should  we  receive  the  needed  at¬ 
tention,  but  equitable  coverage  among  each  sport  as  well.  We  have 
concluded  that  certain  sports  are  receiving  more  coverage  than  oth¬ 
ers  and  this  is  not  necessarily  because  of  the  increased  potential  for 
injury  in  those  sports.  This  should  definitely  be  eliminated  for  the 
welfare  of  the  student-athlete. 

Lastly,  our  committee  strongly  suggests  that  a  certified  trainer 
oversee  all  student-trainers  of  that  institution — whether  it  be  by 
phone  or  radio.  A  feasible  means  of  communication  must  be  available 
between  them  at  all  times. 

The  underlying  question  is,  will  the  NATA  be  able  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  of  student-athletes  by  dismissing  the  internship  program? 
From  this,  I  hope  that  we  are  able  to  discuss  possible  solutions  in  the 
near  future.  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Watson;  Thank  you,  Dallas.  I  know  you  will  remain  for  any 
questions  that  might  be  directed  toward  you  regarding  the  student- 
athletes’  perspective. 

I’m  going  to  introduce  Elsa  Cole  here  in  a  moment.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  when  we  hear  from  lawyers  about  the  legal  climate  on  any 
issue — I  say  unfortunately  not  because  we  don’t  need  and  want  that 
information — it’s  because  something  went  wrong.  It’s  always  after 
the  fact.  I  think  that  underlines  the  clear  importance  of  trying  to  get 
out  in  front  of  this  issue,  which  we  all  know  we’re  definitely  behind. 
We’ve  got  to  turn  that  around  so  that  we’re  not  looking  at  more  legal 
case  law  developed  on  our  campuses  because  we  failed  to  get  a  hold 
on  this  situation.  So  Elsa,  if  you  would,  please  comment  on  your  per¬ 
spective  of  this  issue. 

Elsa  Cole  (NCAA  Staff):  I  want  to  speak  as  a  lawyer,  of  course, 
but  I  don’t  want  you  to  think  that  we  don’t  also  care  about  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  student-athlete.  Obviously,  that’s  what  should  be  driving 


our  decision  to  do  this,  but  it  never  hurts  if  you  are  having  trouble 
getting  your  campus  to  listen  to  let  them  know  what  the  legal  liabil¬ 
ity  is.  Sometimes  that’s  a  little  extra  incentive  to  get  moving  on  a 
matter  like  this. 

A  school’s  legal  responsibility  for  rendering  emergency  care  to  an 
injured  student-athlete  is  determined  by  the  law  of  the  state  in  which 
the  school  is  located.  In  particular,  the  way  that  state’s  courts  have 
interpreted  what  we  call  case  law— that  means  it’s  law  that’s  devel¬ 
oped  through  a  number  of  cases,  not  laws  that  are  passed  by  a  state 
legislature  that  a  court  later  interprets. 

That  means  there  is  no  one  standard  of  legal  liability  that  would 
apply  to  every  school  that’s  represented  by  the  people  in  this  room. 
There  is  no  federal  law  that  applies  in  this  area.  You  really  need  to 
understand  what  your  own  state  has  said  your  legal  liability  is.  How¬ 
ever,  there  are  some  general  principles  that  most  states  will  follow  to 
give  you  some  guidance  to  determine  if  your  school  is  currently  pro¬ 
viding  adequate  emergency  care. 

Because  these  principles  do  vary  from  state  to  state,  your  college 
legal  counsel  is  your  best  guide  as  to  whether  your  program’s  partic¬ 
ular  emergency  plan  will  be  deemed  adequate  if  challenged  in  your 
state’s  courts.  What  I’m  going  to  say  should  really  be  the  beginning 
of  your  inquiry  into  this  subject  rather  than  the  end  of  it. 

The  most  common  legal  claim  that’s  made  against  a  school  for  in¬ 
adequate  emergency  care  is  that  the  school  was  negligent  in  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  that  care.  To  prove  that  the  school  is  negligent,  generally, 

state  courts  will  require  that  the  person  who  is  making  the  claim _ 

and  I  say  person  because  it  could  be  parents  of  a  student  who  has 
died,  not  necessarily  the  injured  student — has  to  establish  in  court 
with  sufficient  evidence  to  meet  the  court’s  standard  that  there  was 
a  duty  of  care  or  obligation  that  was  recognized  by  the  law  in  that 
state  that  required  the  school  to  meet  a  certain  standard  of  conduct, 
and  the  school  failed  to  meet  that  standard.  The  school’s  failure  to 
meet  that  standard  caused  an  injury  to  the  student-athlete  or  to  par¬ 
ents  standing  in  the  shoes  of  the  student-athlete.  The  true  loss  or 
damage  resulted  as  a  consequence  of  the  school  failing  to  meet  that 
standard  of  care. 

So  one  of  the  first  questions  is  what  is  the  duty  of  care  that  a 
school  must  meet.  To  the  average  student,  the  only  standard  that  a 
school  has  to  meet  is  called  ordinary  duty  of  care.  Constant  supervi¬ 
sion  is  not  required  of  all  activities,  only  reasonable  care  has  to  be 
taken  to  protect  the  average  student  against  reasonably  foreseeable 
dangers. 

If  an  injury  is  not  reasonably  foreseeable,  there  is  no  duty  of  care 
to  the  average  student.  If  there  is  no  legal  duty  of  care,  then  the 
school  can’t  be  held  negligent  for  not  getting  emergency  aid  to  a  stu¬ 
dent  in  that  situation. 

Now  it’s  different,  some  courts  have  said,  if  you  are  talking  about 
a  recruited  student-athlete.  Several  state  courts  have  said  that  be- 
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cause  the  school’s  athletic  program  benefits  from  the  talents  of  a  re¬ 
cruited  student-athlete,  the  school  has  a  greater  duty  of  care  towards 
that  student  than  it  does  towards  its  average  student  or  the  nonre- 
cruited  student-athlete. 

The  most  well-known  case  in  this  regard  was  brought  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania  against  Gettysburg  College  by  the  parents  of  Drew 
Kleinknecht,  the  recruited  lacrosse  player  who  had  no  history  of 
heart  problems  and  collapsed  and  died  from  a  cardiac  arrest  during 
a  lacrosse  practice. 

The  parents  claim  the  college  was  negligent  because  it  had  no 
written  emergency  plan.  Also,  they  claim  because  the  coaches  pre¬ 
sent  at  the  practice  were  not  certified  in  CPR,  the  school  was  negli¬ 
gent.  In  addition,  they  claimed  that  there  were  no  trainers  or  stu¬ 
dent-trainers  who  knew  CPR  at  the  practice  site,  and  there  was  not 
any  ambulance  present  at  the  practice  site. 

The  appellate  court  that  reviewed  this  matter  after  the  trial  court 
had  found  in  favor  of  the  school  and  then  the  parents  appealed  and 
went  to  the  trial  court.  The  appellate  court  sent  it  back  to  the  trial 
court  and  said  that  the  college  has  a  duty  to  be  reasonably  prepared 
for  handling  medical  emergencies  that  foreseeably  arise  during  a  stu¬ 
dent’s  participation  in  an  intercollegiate  contact  sport  for  which  the 
college  recruited  him. 

I  note  that  the  appellate  court  did  not  decide  that  the  school  was 
negligent  for  not  having  all  those  things  I  listed  to  you  that  the  par¬ 
ents  claimed  that  they  should  have.  Instead,  the  court  sent  it  back  to 
the  trial  court  for  a  jury  to  determine  negligence — to  determine  if  in 
fact  the  school  had  met  the  duty  of  care. 

As  a  defense  lawyer,  any  time  a  case  gets  beyond  a  motion  for 
summary  judgment  to  dismiss  and  actually  goes  to  trial  in  front  of  a 
jury,  you  have  reduced  your  chances  of  successfully  defending  that 
case  significantly  because  the  statistics  show  that  almost  70  percent 
of  cases  that  are  tried  go  in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  in  this  kind  of  situation. 

If  you  haven’t  met  that  duty  of  care  sufficiently  for  a  court  to  dis¬ 
miss  the  case  at  that  point,  you  are  probably  facing  liability,  because 
that  is  what  a  jury  is  going  to  find.  You  are  not  the  sympathetic 
plaintiff  in  this  situation  I’ve  just  described. 

Not  every  state  has  adopted  that  standard  of  care.  Utah,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  has  specifically  rejected  it  in  a  case  that  I  also  cite  some  lan¬ 
guage  on  in  that  handout.  I  want  to  point  out  that  the  quotes  that  I 
have  in  that  handout  of  what  various  courts  have  said  are  unique  to 
those  cases.  They  are  a  guide  on  what  a  court  may  say  in  your  situ¬ 
ation.  If  you  are  not  in  Utah  or  Pennsylvania  and  your  state  courts 
have  not  yet  ruled  in  this  way,  this  is  simply  a  way  that  they  might 
rule,  but  you  can’t  say  for  certain  whether  they  will  rule.  You  really 
have  to  go  back  and  see  how  they  ruled  in  similar-type  cases  if  there 
isn’t  already  a  standard  case  in  this  period  and  there  are  many  states 
in  which  there  is  not  yet  a  ruling  by  their  highest  court  as  to  what  the 
standard  of  care  is. 
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In  Utah,  the  court  said  that  this  KJeinknecht  case  that  I  spoke 
about  was  developed  looking  at  the  kind  of  duty  of  care  you  owe  to  el¬ 
ementary  and  secondary  students  and  therefore  they  dismiss  that  as 
being  a  correct  standard.  However,  at  a  minimum,  you  are  probably 
going  to  have  to  show  that  you  exercised  some  kind  of  reasonable  care 
for  your  students. 

What  is  proof  of  reasonable  care  by  athletic  trainers  since  we’re 
going  to  speak  about  those  people?  In  particular,  does  a  trainer  have 
to  be  licensed  to  show  that  reasonable  care  was  exercised,  or  is  fail¬ 
ure  by  a  school  to  use  a  licensed  trainer  in  those  states  where  licens¬ 
ing  is  required?  About  30  out  of  50  states  require  that  the  athletic 
trainer  be  licensed.  Does  that  mean  that  a  school  is  automatically 
negligent? 

Utah’s  court  that  looked  at  this  question  said  there  is  not  auto¬ 
matic  liability  for  a  university  that  doesn’t  use  a  licensed  trainer  even 
though  there  might  be  a  possibility  that  you  have  the  ability  to  be  li¬ 
censed  in  that  state.  But  what  they  will  look  at  is  if  the  trainer  failed 
to  exercise  a  degree  of  care  and  skill  considered  proper  by  the  correct 
and  accepted  standards  of  the  trainer  profession. 

In  other  words,  if  you  don’t  use  the  care  exercised  by  skilled  train¬ 
ers  in  your  area,  that  is  proof  and  evidence  that  you,  in  fact,  were  neg¬ 
ligent  in  having  that  person  apply  the  emergency  aid.  The  court  said 
a  trainer  practicing  without  a  license  could  be  evidence  of  negligence 
by  the  school.  That  evidence  can  be  overcome  by  showing  that  the 
trainer’s  conduct  complies  with  the  standard  in  the  area.  So  it’s  not 
an  automatic  loss  for  the  school,  but  it’s  obviously  going  to  be  one 
more  hurdle  that  you  have  to  leap  in  order  to  show  that  the  school 
was  not  negligent  and  there  is  always  a  question  of  why  set  up  hur¬ 
dles  that  you  don’t  need  to  in  these  situations. 

Again,  you  need  to  be  familiar  with  your  state  law  in  this  area.  I 
urge  you  to  consult  with  your  own  college  counsel  about  whether  you 
are  using  an  unlicensed  trainer  in  a  state  in  which  a  license  is  re¬ 
quired,  what  kind  of  vulnerability  you  may  have  created  for  your  in¬ 
stitution. 

Mr.  Watson:  Elsa,  if  you  develop  a  plan  because  you  learn  and 
accept  the  liability  to  take  on  the  responsibility,  you  develop  that  plan 
and  you  publish  that  plan  and  you  imply  that  you  are  going  to  go  by 
that  plan,  but  then  you  do  not  staff  that  plan,  you  are  going  to  have 
trouble  finding  someplace  to  go  for  a  defense  are  you  not? 

Ms.  Cole:  That  s  right.  I’ll  talk  later  about  developing  an  emer¬ 
gency  plan  and  the  extent  to  which  that  develops  liability.  If  you  are 
going  to  create  a  plan,  you  better  implement  the  plan. 

Mr.  Watson:  Thank  you. 

Our  next  guest  is  Mr.  Dennis  Miller.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  he 
is  the  head  trainer  for  Purdue  University  and  former  president  of  the 
NATA,  Dennis  is  going  to  tell  us  about  some  of  the  thinking  behind 
the  Association  s  decision  to  eliminate  the  internship  route.  I’m  sure 
they  put  many  long  hours  into  reaching  this  deliberation.  I’m  sure 
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they  have  very  strong  reasons  for  what  they  have  done  and  we  need 
to  hear  those.  We  also  need  to  ask  Dennis  to  hear  what  you  all  feel 
about  what  this  does  to  us  on  our  campuses.  So  at  this  time,  Dennis, 
if  you  would  please  share  some  of  your  thoughts  with  us. 

Dennis  Miller  (Purdue  University):  Thank  you,  Jim.  As  early  as 
the  middle  of  the  1960s,  the  athletic  trainer  was  trying  to  develop  a 
standard  practice  for  this  profession. 

In  the  early  1970s,  they  developed  the  certification  exam.  This  is 
a  voluntary  national  standard.  People  who  set  these  kind  of  exams 
have  given  us  feedback  that  this  was  probably  one  of  the  most  suc¬ 
cessful  attempts  by  a  profession  to  develop  a  standard  for  themselves. 

Following  the  development  of  the  certification  exam  came  the 
gradual  development  of  curriculums  on  campus.  In  the  middle  ‘80s, 
as  we  continued  with  the  dual  route  to  certification,  i.e.,  the  intern¬ 
ship  route  that  we’re  discussing  or  the  curricular  route,  it  became 
very  clear  that  the  internship  student  was  not  performing  nearly  as 
well  on  the  certification  exam  as  the  curriculum  student. 

As  the  states  moved  to  regulatory  practice  acts  around  the  coun¬ 
try— we  are  now  around  37  or  38  states  that  have  some  form  of  reg¬ 
ulation  of  the  athletic  trainer  in  the  state— we  started  to  have  diffi¬ 
culty  trying  to  explain  to  the  individual  states  how  we  could  justify  a 
route  to  certification  that  did  not  have  a  substantial  academic  back¬ 
ground  while  we  had  another  route  that  is  in  the  more  mainstream 
medical  model  of  education  for  an  allied  medical  profession. 

That  led  us  to  the  fact  that  our  members  were  coming  back  to  us 
and  giving  us  feedback  that  we  were  having  difficulty  with  our  mem¬ 
bers  being  successful  out  there  as  an  allied  medical  profession  be¬ 
cause  of  that. 

So  in  the  middle  ‘90s  we  established  a  plan  to  improve  the  edu¬ 
cational  standard  of  the  athletic  trainer.  Our  motto,  if  you  will,  to  our 
members  was  that  we  would  take  our  profession  up  and  on  into  the 
new  millennium  as  a  functioning,  viable  profession  allied  with  the 
medical  profession. 

This  led  to  the  decision  to  eliminate  the  internship  route  by  the 
year  2004,  which  has  been  indicated.  It  means  that  by  this  incoming 
fall  class,  one  should  not  be  bringing  students  in  and  promising  them 
the  opportunity  to  go  the  internship  route.  People  have  asked  us  why. 
Basically  it  s  very  simple.  You  want  your  medical  personnel  to  be  on  top 
of  the  game.  The  body  of  knowledge  in  our  profession  has  expanded 
tremendously.  The  technology  is  continuing  to  grow  by  leaps  and 
bounds.  Our  members  demanded  that  they  have  the  ability  to  be  able 
to  keep  up  with  this.  Our  patients,  the  student-athletes,  were  coming 
into  us  at  the  secondary  school  level  and  the  collegiate  level  and  the 
junior  college  level  having  been  the  beneficiaries  of  these  changes. 

This  led  us  to  the  establishment  of  the  educational  standards.  It 
asked  for  us  to  develop  what  we  considered  to  be  standards  of  practice 
for  the  intercollegiate  athlete.  The  NATA  instituted  a  task  force  to  de¬ 
velop  standards  for  the  minimum  care  of  the  intercollegiate  athlete. 


This  document  has  been  in  progress  for  the  past  two  years.  At 
the  current  time,  this  document  is  now  in  its  final  stages.  It  is  out  for 
external  review  to  other  medical  organizations,  such  as  the  American 
Medical  Society  for  Sports  Medicine,  the  Sports  Medicine  Society  and 
the  American  College  of  Sports  Medicine.  It  will  be  presented  this 
month  to  the  NCAA  sports  medicine  meeting.  Next  month,  it  will  be 
presented  to  the  NATA  board  of  directors  for  its  possible  final  ap¬ 
proval.  So  that’s  a  short,  brief  background  of  what  our  challenges  are 
in  the  future. 

Mr.  Watson:  Thank  you  very  much,  Dennis. 

At  this  time,  I’d  like  to  ask  Rochelle  Rittgers  to  give  us  her  per¬ 
spective  on  how  these  changes  will  impact  our  campuses. 

Rochelle  Rittgers  (Augustana  College,  South  Dakota):  You 
probably  are  familiar  with  some  of  the  tasks  that  student  athletic 
trainers  have  done  as  they  train  and  practice  up  to  now.  I  will  just 
give  you  some  ideas  if  you  don’t  have  some  of  the  knowledge. 

Obviously  they’ve  been  able  to  do  water  and  ice  for  us  and,  perhaps, 
pack  kits  and  get  travel  supplies  ready  for  us.  Taping  and  wrapping  is 
something  we  always  look  to  student  trainers  to  do.  These  are  things 
that  you  are  probably  very  familiar  with.  We  also  utilized  our  student- 
trainers  to  assist  with  rehab  situations.  They  help  us  with  some  of  the 
paperwork  such  as  writing  injury  reports  and  coach’s  reports.  They 
input  computer  data.  All  of  our  information  needs  to  be  statistically  or¬ 
ganized  so  we  can  keep  track  of  it  for  outcome  purposes  at  the  end  of 
the  season,  and  they  do  all  of  those  things.  For  some  of  those  things  we 
rely  on  them  to  do,  we  really  don’t  realize  the  impact  that  that  will  have 
on  us  at  a  time  when  we  don’t  have  those  people  educated  in  order  to  be 
able  to  do  those  tasks.  I  believe  that  we  will  have  plenty  of  assistants 
with  regard  to  some  possibilities  that  Randy  will  mention  later — the  ob¬ 
vious  duties  that  we’ll  be  able  to  utilize  student  workers  for.  But  some 
of  the  duties  that  come  from  an  educated  student  will  not  easily  be  re¬ 
placed.  The  impact  will  begin  truly  after  this  year. 

This  year’s  freshman  class  is  the  last  class  of  students  that  will 
be  able  to  complete  their  programs  by  the  end  of  2003,  which  would 
be  the  last  year  that  they  can  sit  for  the  certification  exam  in  an  in¬ 
ternship  program.  Next  year’s  freshman  class  would  not  be  able  to 
achieve  that  task;  therefore/  it  is  up  to  us  not  to  recruit  students 
under  the  idea  that  they  would  be  able  to  finish  their  athletic- train¬ 
ing  program. 

So  as  our  seniors  graduate  starting  this  year,  we  will  lose  one 
class  per  year  up  through  2004  of  qualified  athletic-training  stu¬ 
dents.  So  we  will  gradually  see  an  impact  that  is  developing  starting 
next  year  and  reaching  its  peak  in  the  year  2004. 

The  numbers  that  we’ve  been  able  to  utilize  with  regard  to  stu¬ 
dents  vary  depending  on  whether  you  have  a  curriculum  program  or 
an  internship  program.  In  the  past,  or  at  least  up  to  now,  we  have 
been  able  to  maintain  curriculum  programs  with  each  student 
trainer  to  each  certified  athletic  trainer  that  we  have  in  our  pro¬ 
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grams.  The  internship  programs  have  not  had  a  regulation.  The 
NATA  regulated  the  curriculum  programs,  but  they  do  not  regulate 
the  internship  programs;  therefore,  certified  athletic  trainers  have 
developed  a  student-athlete  training  program  with  as  many  students 
as  they  could  perhaps  manage  and  feel  comfortable  with. 

I  know  of  programs  that  have  as  few  student  trainers  as  10  to  12. 

I  also  know  of  programs  that  have  as  many  as  40  to  50  student-train¬ 
ers.  That  is  the  manpower  that  we  are  going  to  lose  as  a  result  of  the 
internship  program  idea  or  concept  being  lost.  That  is  a  difficult 
transition  that  we  will  have  to  make,  but  I  believe  we  will  be  able  to 
offer  you  some  solutions  for  that  today 

Mr.  Watson:  Thank  you,  Rochelle.  We  can  leave  here  today  feel¬ 
ing  that  there  is  work  to  be  done  and  be  talked  about  on  our  cam¬ 
puses.  Then  it’s  time  for  those  of  us  who  report  to  the  presidents  to 
develop  our  message  and  hopefully  some  persuasive  technique  to  con¬ 
vince  our  CEOs  why  we  need  to  expend  the  necessary  dollars  as  part 
of  the  solution  to  improve  our  health-care  coverage.  When  we  were 
on  the  prep  call  for  this  session,  I  asked  President  Dunn,  who  is  our 
next  speaker,  if  he  could  give  me  some  insight  as  to  what  makes  pres¬ 
idents  tick.  He  said  when  he  figured  that  out,  he’d  let  me  know.  So, 
Mr.  President,  if  you’ve  got  that  figured  out,  please  share  that  with 
the  group. 

Charles  Dunn  (Henderson  State  University):  Thank  you,  Jim. 
I’ve  been  working  on  it.  I’ll  have  to  tell  you  that  to  provide  a  CEO 
perspective,  I’ve  considered  this  issue  carefully.  I  know  that  CEOs 
have  many,  many  issues  that  demand  their  attention  and  their  time. 

Sometimes  we  have  so  many  that  we  don’t  act  so  much  when  we 
see  the  light  as  when  we  feel  the  heat.  This  is  one  of  those  issues  that 
has  great  potential  to  provide  great  heat  and  that  issue  being,  of 
course,  the  provision  of  adequate  emergency  health  care  to  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes. 

Of  course,  this  is  an  issue  of  student  welfare,  not  just  student- 
athlete  welfare,  but  student  welfare.  For  that  reason  alone,  the  CEOs 
should  be  paying  attention  to  this  issue. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  on  many  campuses  we’re  seeing  the  CEO,  the 
athletic  personnel,  the  student  health  personnel  and  student  services 
personnel  try  to  integrate  our  approach  to  dealing  with  student-ath¬ 
lete  concerns  into  an  overall  student  welfare  concern.  So  I  think 
that’s  an  issue  you  should  at  least  consider.  But  beyond  the  issue  of 
student  welfare,  there  are  at  least  some  very  practical  reasons  for 
CEOs  to  be  interested  in  this  particular  issue.  Elsa  Cole  has  already 
addressed  the  issue  of  legal  liability.  That  is  an  issue  in  most  of  the 
things  that  we  do. 

Having  adequate  insurance  coverage  at  your  institution  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  student  who  might  he  injured,  and  from  a  liability  stance,  to 
protect  the  university  in  case  it  is  sued  or  in  case  it  is  found  to  be  neg¬ 
ligent  in  providing  inadequate  health  care  to  its  students  is  another 
issue. 


The  potential  budgetary  impact,  if  you  consider  or  have  started 
considering  the  NATA  recommendations  is  significant.  Those  are  is¬ 
sues  that  you  need  to  be  dealing  with  at  this  point  and  not  waiting 
until  2004  to  deal  with. 

J  Suess  my  specific  advice  to  the  CEOs  and  ADs  and  others  in  this 
audience  would  be  to  go  home  and  make  certain  that  you  have  a 
workable  emergency  health-care  plan  in  place  for  your  student-ath¬ 
letes  and  determine  if  it  is  workable,  if  it  is  something  that  can  be  im¬ 
plemented.  Make  sure  that  it’s  not  just  a  piece  of  paper  that  says 
yes,  we  ve  thought  about  this  and  this  is  what  we’ll  do  in  case  of  emer¬ 
gency.  It  is  something  that  must  be  achievable.  So  that  is  my  first 
and  really  most  important  piece  of  advice  I  will  give  you. 

I  would  say  also,  though,  that  you  as  CEOs  and  ADs  should  con- 
carefully  any  legislation  that  you  see  proposed  at  the 
NCAA  or  in  your  conference  that  expands  practice  opportunities  for 
student-athletes.  Because  when  we  expand  practice  opportunities 
you  are  also  expanding  your  opportunity  for  emergency  health  care 
As  the  survey  that  was  mentioned  earlier  demonstrates,  we  do  a 
pretty  good  job  of  covering  the  major  sports  when  they  are  in  context. 
We  often  don  t  do  a  very  good  job  of  covering  the  health-care  needs  of 
our  student-athletes  when  they  are  practicing,  when  they  are  condi¬ 
tioning,  or  in  some  of  the  minor  sports  that  you  simply  see  no  cover¬ 
age  at  all.  So  these  are  the  issues  that  I  think  you  should  deal  with. 

As  for  ADs,  for  those  of  you  who  try  to  persuade  and  try  to  get  the 
attention  of  your  CEOs  in  this  matter,  I  think  there  are  a  number  of 
routes  you  can  take.  One  is  just  presenting  the  facts  and  information. 

I  know  many  of  you  meet  with  the  CEO  frequently  or  on  a  routine 
basis.  That  s  the  time  to  bring  that  type  of  issue  up.  Meet  with  your 
legal  counsel  of  the  university  and  explain  to  the  legal  counsel  the  im¬ 
portance  of  minimizing  the  liability  that  the  institution  faces  in  this 
area.  These  are  just  some  of  the  ideas  that  we  have  discussed  to  deal 
with  this  issue  from  a  CEO  perspective. 

.,  Mr.  Watson:  Thank  you,  Mr.  President.  It’s  been  suggested  that 
the  athletics  department  take  strong  ownership  of  this  issue.  I  would 
suggest  that  the  ownership  goes  beyond  the  athletics  department,  as- 
President  Dunn  alluded  to  in  the  fact  that  this  is  not  just  a  student- 
athlete  issue  It  truly  is  a  student  issue,  and  it’s  in  the  best  interest 
ot  the  overall  image  of  the  institution  to  have  a  risk-management 
plan  that  avoids  negative  publicity. 

I  would  suggest  that  we  expand  the  ownership  somewhat  outside 
the  goals  and  responsibilities  of  the  athletics  department.  Often 
these  kinds  of  things  are  balanced  on  the  backs  of  the  athletics  de¬ 
partments,  as  you  well  know.  Sure,  you  want  another  trainer.  Fine, 
j  ust  carve  the  salary  out  of  your  budget  and  that  isn’t  going  to  get  it 
done.  Thank  you,  Mr.  President. 

As  we  draw  to  a  close,  we  want  to  leave  ample  time  for  questions 
Elsa  Cole  is  going  to  give  us  a  couple  of  brief  recommendations  from 
a  legal  standpoint  on  some  possible  solutions  and  then  Randy  has 
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some  other  suggestions.  Then  we’ll  go  right  into  your  questions. 

Elsa  Cole  (NCAA  Staff):  Thank  you.  What  should  a  school  do  to 
reduce  its  legal  liability  in  this  area?  As  stated  before,  adopt  and  im¬ 
plement  a  written  plan.  I  emphasize  written,  because  that  shows 
that  you  actually  do  have  such  a  plan.  You  didn’t  create  it  on  the  spot 
after  the  fact  to  try  to  protect  yourself. 

Develop  a  written  emergency  plan  for  all  sports  using  recruited 
athletes.  Review  the  qualifications  of  coaches,  trainers,  student- 
trainers  and  first  responders  to  render  emergency  aid.  Provide  train¬ 
ing  opportunities  if  that  is  what  you  need  to  get  them  up  to  the  stan¬ 
dard  that  you  think  is  appropriate. 

If  you  are  playing  at  home  or  you  are  playing  away,  know  the  lo¬ 
cation  to  practice  and  playing  sites  and  the  closest  phones  or  other 
communication  devices  to  contact  emergency  personnel.  Review 
what  the  access  to  the  physical  location  will  be  for  emergency  per¬ 
sonnel.  If  there  are  barriers,  know  how  to  remove  them. 

Review  with  your  campus  counsel  your  emergency  plan  to  make 
sure  it  complies  with  your  state  standard  of  care.  Develop  a  system 
to  notify  key  administrators,  including  the  campus  public  relations 
office  of  student  medical  emergencies  in  a  timely  fashion.  My  expe¬ 
rience  after  being  on  two  campuses  for  a  total  of  about  20  years  is 
that  these  incidents  do  not  occur  9  to  5,  Monday  through  Friday.  The 
greatest  emergency  comes  in  at  11:30  on  a  Saturday  night  when  you- 
can’t  reach  anybody.  So  not  only  know  who  your  initial  key  contacts 
are,  but  who  are  your  backups  if  you  can’t  reach  a  key  administrator. 

Train  administrators  how  to  inform  and  respond  promptly  to  in¬ 
quiries  from  family  members  of  injured  student-athletes  in  ways  that 
demonstrate  the  institution’s  concern  for  the  student-athletes  and 
avoid  needless  inflaming  of  the  family’s  emotions  toward  the  school. 

Randy  Dick  (NCAA  Staff):  Tm  going  to  close  by  asking  where 
do  we  go  from  here?  In  October,  the  NCAA  Executive  Committee 
charged  the  competitive  safeguards  committee  to  engage  in  the  com¬ 
prehensive  review  of  this  issue;  specifically,  citing  options  for  institu¬ 
tions  that  may  not  be  able  to  develop  a  curriculum  program  to  assist 
them  in  meeting  their  emergency  medical-care  needs. 

Since  that  time,  we’ve  had  a  couple  of  conference  calls  with  Divi¬ 
sion  II.  We’ve  had  a  couple  of  forums  at  the  Convention.  We  devel¬ 
oped  some  materials  for  you  to  look  at  and  we  still  haven’t  met  as  a 
committee  yet.  So  we’ve  got  a  lot  done  so  far,  but  we  have  got  a  lot 
more  to  do. 

Your  feedback  in  the  next  15  minutes  will  be  part  of  that,  so  I  en¬ 
courage  you  to  provide  that.  In  addition,  there  are  a  couple  of  other 
points  from  the  competitive  safeguards  committee  perspective.  It’s 
been  on  record  since  1996  saying  exactly  what  President  Dunn  said. 
If  legislation  comes  down  the  pike  that  expands  playing  and  practice 
seasons  and  you  can’t  reasonably  expand  your  medical  coverage  to  go 
along  with  it,  you  might  not  want  to  consider  supporting  it.  So  think 
about  that. 
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In  addition  to  that,  we’ve  talked  about  emergency  plans  and  re¬ 
sources.  In  your  handout,  there  is  an  example  of  a  template  emer¬ 
gency  plan  that  was  put  together  by  Ron  Courson  at  the  University 
of  Georgia.  That  template  has  been  added  to  our  Web  site  under  the 
sports  science  area.  It’s  a  place  where  you  can  start  if  you  don’t  have 
a  template  to  develop  your  own  plan  and  make  it  unique  to  your 
school.  You  also  can  apply  it  to  all  of  your  sports.  I  encourage  you  to 
look  at. 

I’m  not  going  to  go  through  all  the  bullets,  but  we’ve  got  a  couple 
other  suggestions  in  your  handout.  We  have  a  lot  of  schools  today 
that  do  not  either  have  the  curriculum  or  the  internship  route.  One 
of  our  g°als  is  to  locate  and  identify  those  schools  and  figure  out  how 
they  have  been  dealing  with  this  problem.  I  think  they  are  a  great 

resource  that  the  rest  of  us  can  learn  from. 

Mr.  Watson:  Thank  you  very  much,  Randy.  At  this  time,  we  want 
to  hear  your  thoughts.  One  of  the  goals  in  this  forum  was  for  it  to  be 
informational  and  provocative.  We  hope  that  you  can  share  with  us 
your  thoughts.  If  you  would,  identify  yourself  by  name  and  institu¬ 
tion  and  let  us  know  to  which  panelist  you  would  like  to  direct  your 
question. 

Dana  K.  Skinner  (University  of  Massachusetts  at  Lowell):  I 
have  a  legal  question.  You  made  the  point  about  recruited  athletes. 

I  guess  you  could  probably  argue  that  virtually  every  student  on  the 
college  campus  is  recruited,  either  by  the  campus  or  by  athletics — 
however  they  get  there.  Are  intramural  or  recreational  sports  under 
the  athletics  department?  If  you've  got  an  intramural  football  game 
on  Sunday  and  somebody  incurs  a  serious  injury,  how  is  that  any  dif¬ 
ferent  than  if  it  happens  with  a  student-athlete?  I’m  curious  as  to  the 
legal  perspective  there, 

Elsa  Cole  (NCAA  Staff;:  We  don't  have  a  good  body  of  law  to  give 
us  guidance  m  the  nonrecruited  student-athlete  situation.  The  court 
round  the  school  had  greater  duty  of  care  to  the  recruited  athlete  be¬ 
cause  the  athletics  program  benefits  from  the  talent  of  that  program 
One  could  argue  that  it’s  not  the  same,  that  the  school  doesn’t  bene¬ 
fit  in  the  same  way  from  the  talents  of  students  who  are  not  recruited 
on  an  intramural  team.  Therefore,  you  would  have  only  the  normal 
ordinary  duty  of  care  that  you  have  to  any  student  who  trips  over  a' 
power  line  on  the  campus  or  whatever.  That’s  what  probably  would 
be  argued  in  that  situation.  It  would  be  a  lower  standard  of  care  that 
you  would  have  to  give  to  those  students. 

Ms.  Skinner:  What  if  my  child  is  out  playing  intramural  football 
and  he  breaks  his  neck  and  there  is  nobody  there?  I’m  not  trying  to 
get  more  training  coverage.  I’ve  got  more  than  I  can  handle  based  on 
this  conversation.  But  if  somebody  snaps  their  neck  out  there  and 
there  is  no  response  whatsoever  and  nobody  knows  what  to  do  where 
do  I  go?  I  would  suggest  that  there  is  probably  not  much  of  a  possi¬ 
bility  that  the  institution  is  going  to  be  negligent-free  in  that  sce¬ 
nario,  would  you  agree  with  that? 


140 


-2000  Convention  Proceedings 


Ms.  Cole:  Right.  I  remind  you  that  the  standard  of  care  you  owe 
to  the  average  student  is  to  protect  them  against  reasonably  foresee¬ 
able  dangers.  One  could  argue  that  in  intramural  football,  there  is 
a  reasonable,  foreseeable  danger  in  a  contact  sport  like  that.  For  the 
kind  of  serious  injury  you  just  described,  that  might  mean  for  those 
types  of  games  you  would  have  more  of  a  duty  of  care  than  you  might 
have  for  let’s  say  members  of  intramural  track,  where  that  kind  of 
danger  is  not  normally  reasonably  foreseeable. 

James  C.  Redd  (Northwest  Missouri  State  University):  I’d  like 
to  direct  my  question  to  Dennis  Miller. 

Dennis,  we’ve  had  an  outstanding  internship  program  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  at  Northwest.  In  your  estimation,  what  would  it  take  to 
hire  additional  people  to  go  into  a  curriculum  program?  What  are  the 
minimums  to  move  in  that  direction? 

Secondly,  we  have  a  lot  of  student-trainers  who  have  come 
through  our  program  and  sat  and  passed  the  exam.  They  went  on  to 
be  very  productive  athletic  trainers.  Will  a  curriculum  program  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  athletic  trainers  available  for  secondary  schools 
as  well  as  colleges  and  universities  by  this  curriculum  proposal? 

Dennis  Miller  (Purdue  University):  When  looking  at  your  first 
question  about  moving  from  an  internship  program  to  a  curriculum 
program,  probably  the  best  answer  I  can  give  you  is  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  personnel  who  you  are  talking  about  will  be  the  primary  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  college  that  sponsors  this  educational  program. 

Mr.  Redd:  That  would  be  the  college  of  education  or  wherever? 

Mr.  Miller:  Correct.  The  curriculums  are  controlled  by  an  out¬ 
side  agency.  In  our  case,  it's  called  CAAHEP.  They  are  not  controlled 
by  the  National  Athletic  Trainers  Association.  They  evaluate  your 
curriculums  like  they  do  other  curriculums  on  your  campus.  They 
have  certain  guidelines  that  you  are  required  to  follow. 

The  second  part  of  your  question  about  a  reduction  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  licensed  or  certified  athletic  trainers  is  too  early  for  us  to  tell. 

I  feel  like  there  is  going  to  be  an  increase  in  the  number  of  curricu¬ 
lums  out  there.  We  think  that  the  improvement  in  the  education  is 
going  to  allow  for  a  higher  pass/fail  percentage  out  there.  Whether 
we  are  going  to  increase  or  decrease  the  supplies,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Redd:  We  pushed  hard  for  the  athletic  trainers  in  our  public 
schools  in  our  area  to  be  hired  by  the  public  school  district.  You  get 
into  a  situation  there  for  certification  in  the  teaching  area  along  with 
athletic  training.  Are  there  any  suggestions  that  your  profession 
would  have  in  the  direction  for  a  partial  teaching  loan? 

Mr.  Miller:  That’s  a  really  difficult  question  to  address. 

I  would  approach  it  from  this  standpoint.  There  are  over  22,000 
certified  or  licensed  athletic  trainers  nationwide.  About  18  to  20  per¬ 
cent  of  those  professionals  identify  themselves  as  working  at  the  col¬ 
lege  or  university  setting.  Approximately  40  percent  represent  them¬ 
selves  as  working  at  a  clinic  hospital  or  private  clinic  setting.  The 
remainder  identify  themselves  as  working  in  a  secondary  school  set- 


ting,  whether  it  be  teacher/athletic  trainer  or  clinic  outreach  athletic 
trainer.  How  this  will  be  affected,  we  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Redd:  We  are  in  a  rural  area  and  clinic  opportunities  really 
are  not  there.  We  do  have  an  athletic  trainer  in  our  public  school  dis¬ 
trict  who  is  completely  certified,  but  I  know  we’re  not  the  norm  in  our 
area.  That’s  a  concern  that  I  have.  There  will  not  be  people  who  are 
certified  to  teach  or  certified  to  be  trainers  and  consequently  there 
may  be  fewer. 

Mr.  Miller:  I  can  only  say  that  from  our  membership  the  supply 
far  exceeds  the  demand. 

Mr.  Redd:  Prepared  to  teach? 

Mr.  Miller:  Both. 

Mr.  Redd:  Thank  you. 

Edward  Hammond  (Fort  Hays  State  University):  Before  I  ask 
my  question  or  make  my  comment,  I  guess  I  would  be  interested, 
Dennis,  of  the  22,000  athletic  trainers  out  there,  what  percentage  of 
those  obtain  certification  through  the  internship  route  versus  the 
academic  route?  I  heard  a  figure,  but  I  don’t  know  if  it’s  correct. 

Mr.  Miller:  Approximately— and  this  is  the  last  few  years— 60 
percent  of  those  who  sit  for  the  certification  exam  each  year  have 
been  from  the  internship  route. 

Mr.  Hammond:  That’s  what  I  had  heard,  too.  I  guess  my  com¬ 
ment  then  in  answer  to  the  question  about  if  there  will  be  a  signifi¬ 
cant  decline  in  athletic  trainers,  the  answer  is  “yes If  60  percent  of 
the  athletic  trainers  were  certified  through  the  internship  program, 
and  after  this  year  that  internship  program  is  not  going  to  be  avail¬ 
able,  there  is  going  to  be  a  substantial  reduction  in  athletic  trainers. 

Secondly,  at  the  same  time,  the  athletic  trainers  have  been  push¬ 
ing  to  increase  the  standard  for  the  academic  program.  We  have  a 
certified  or  accredited  academic  program  and  we’ve  had  to  add  addi¬ 
tional  faculty  to  keep  that  accreditation  under  the  new  standards.  A 
number  of  us  have  been  raising  questions  of  a  different  kind.  Is  this 
a  movement  to  significantly  increase  the  salary  situation  and  reduce 
the  pool  of  athletic  trainers?  It  may  appear  to  be  that  way  if  you  look 
at  it  from  a  resource  standpoint. 

We  had  to  add  two  more  faculty  just  in  our  accredited  program  to 
maintain  the  accreditation  standards,  and  the  ratios  for  supervision 
have  changed  as  well.  Some  of  us  believe,  Dennis,  that  this  is  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  reduce  the  supply  and  demand  and  increase  the  value  of  ath¬ 
letic  trainers. 

My  second  comment  is  in  terms  of  what  we  should  do  as  an  As¬ 
sociation.  I  believe  that  there  is  an  important  document  that  we  have 
that  we  can  do  something  about.  We  can’t  do  anything  about  what 
the  athletic  trainers  are  doing  as  a  professional  organization.  1  don’t 
blame  them.  They  are  adopting  the  medical  model.  In  the  medical 
model,  the  physicians  have  controlled  the  number  of  physicians  in 
categories  for  a  long  time.  So  it’s  very  easy  to  see  why  they  want  to 
adopt  that.  But  the  single  document  that  I  believe  is  most  pivotal, 
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that  we  do  have  control  over,  is  the  minimum  standards  of  care.  From 
a  liability  standpoint,  minimum  standards  of  care  are  going  to  be  the 
critical  element.  Whatever  we  establish  as  the  minimum  standards 
of  care  are  going  to  be  that  critical  threshold  we  are  all  going  to  have 
to  meet,  or  we  are  going  to  assume  some  liability. 

It’s  kind  of  like  the  question  on  intramurals.  If  you  own  and  op¬ 
erate  a  pool,  as  we  do,  you  have  to  operate  within  the  minimum  stan¬ 
dards  of  care.  If  something  happens  in  that  pool,  you  are  going  to  be 
liable.  Over  time,  those  minimum  standards  for  the  pool  have  been 
developed  by  the  American  Red  Cross.  It  says  you  have  to  have  a  life 
guard  present  or  due  notice  that  there  isn’t  one  there  and  they  are 
swimming  at  their  risk.  You  have  to  have  a  floating  device  for  every 
so  many  surface  feet  of  water.  You  need  a  reach  pole  that  can  reach 
to  the  center  of  the  pool  and  on  and  on  and  on.  If  you  do  all  of  these 
things  in  managing  and  running  your  pool,  you  can  manage  your  lia¬ 
bility.  If  something  happens,  you  can  go  into  court  and  contend  that 
you  did  everything  foreseeable  in  terms  of  meeting  your  minimum 
standard  of  care. 

One  of  the  things  that  concerns  me  is  that  at  the  time  that  we  are 
seeing  the  academic  standards  raised  on  the  academic  programs  and 
athletic  training,  we’re  seeing  the  internship  programs  eliminated 
from  athletic  training.  We  also  have  a  document  that’s  being  put  for¬ 
ward  to  try  to  develop  the  consensus  so  it  becomes  a  national  recog¬ 
nized  minimum  standard  of  care.  We  also  have  a  document  that  says 
you  have  to  have  a  certified  or  licensed  trainer  in  your  programs. 

If  we  establish  that,  we  reduce  the  number  of  ways  in  which 
trainers  need  to  be  available,  and  then  we  adopt  a  minimum  stan¬ 
dards  of  care  document  that  says  they  have  to  be  there  at  a  certain 
ratio,  then  I  think  we  are  putting  ourselves  in  a  real  difficult  position. 

We  have  to  look  at  all  three  of  those  things  together — what’s  hap¬ 
pening  on  the  academic  program  side,  what’s  happening  on  the  in¬ 
ternship  side,  and  what’s  happening  on  the  minimum  care  side  of  the 
liability  issue  as  far  as  the  president  is  concerned. 

So  I  would  urge  the  NCAA  as  they  look  at  the  proposed  minimum 
standards  of  care  document  that  they  don’t  lock  us  into  a  certain  kind 
of  staffing  pattern  that’s  going  to  cause  us  to  go  out  and  try  to  com¬ 
pete  for  a  very  small  number  of  people  who  are  going  to  be  fully  cer¬ 
tified  under  the  new  standards. 

Right  now,  they  are  grandfathering  in  the  people  who  are  in  the 
system.  So  you  may  not  have  the  problem  immediately.  But  five 
years  or  10  years  from  now,  we’re  going  to  be  looking  at  a  significant 
problem  because  they  turned  the  faucet  off  on  availability  and 
they’ve  increased  the  standards  on  the  other  side  of  it. 

I’d  be  open  to  anyone’s  reaction  either  to  the  importance  of  mini¬ 
mum  standards  of  care  document  that  I  believe  is  going  to  the  NCAA 
committee  or  comments  from  the  athletic  trainers. 

Jerry  M.  Hughes  (Central  Missouri  State  Missouri):  I’d  first  like 
to  comment  to  a  couple  of  comments  that  Ed  made.  At  Central  Mis- 
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working  with  certified  trainers  who  provide  a  valuable  service6  The 
care  hat  they’ve  had  out  there  through  these  years  is  a  vaSfe  com 

back  Tn  t  In"  ft*  and  think  ^eVe  got  ^eat  Awards 

,,  tu™-  . ,®°’  sh°nld  the  internship  program  go  away,  which  it 

looks  like  it  w,  1  what  will  be  the  carrot  that  we  can  attract  tha  stm 

dent-tramer  with?  What  will  we  offer  them  to  say  we  want  you  to  be 

-,thfeaad  we  11  get  y°u  CPR  certified  and  so  on  and  forth?y  How  do 
you  see  that  panning  out  in  the  future^ 

,  "“f6?  I„th*5lk  b°th  Rochelle  and  I  can  speak  to  that.  I  do 

elieye,  first  of  all,  that  this  is  not  an  attempt  to  eliminate  the  uni¬ 
versity  or  college  from  utilizing  student  assistants  at  any  point. 

to  th  °  wkat  1Skthe  carrot?  Currently,  the  carrot  that  is  dangled  out 
to  the  internship  student  is  clinical  education.  You  shouldn’t  elimi- 

mad  that  thaT  °PPortumty.  We  don’t  think  that  down  the 

adthat  that  eveu  is  totally  going  to  be  eliminated.  We  have  en- 
uraged  our  educators  to  look  at  joint  programs,  sharing  programs 
between  the  universities.  For  example,  we  have  a  curriculum  but 

them  r  fi-ver0r  S1X  schools  within  a  radius  of  our  curriculum  that 
could  benefit  from  professional  semesters  and  students  who  are  in 

°Ur  Web  Utk  ^Ut  g6ttlng  dinica!  educati°n  on  another  campus 

and  thPbm  w  if™  qu®stlon  coming  to  us  from  the  NAIA  schools 
and  the  jumoi  colleges,  et  cetera,  so  we  think  that  you  can  still  de 

velop  a  core  of  student  assistants.  It  may  have  to  take  a  different 

Sa  *°  Utk.e  a  different  name  and  the  like,  but  we  don’t 

nffy  to  utilize  students.  **  “  U"iV<,rsit>’  °r  “"ese's 

Mr.  Watson:  Thank  you  very  much.  A  couple  of  closing  thoughts 

fh^riChmP?SeS  3  rd  °  ur  training  rooms  and  our  athletics  program! are 
the  laboratories  for  the  NATA  and  trainers  to  be-whetherfhey’ro  m 

curriculums  or  whether  they  have  been  in  internships.  So  I  think  we- 
have  a  real  stake  in  this  for  a  lot  of  reasons.  P 

Someone  asked  me  the  other  day,  how  can  the  NATA  do  this’ 
Aren  t  tlusre  antitrust  laws?  We’ve  surely  heard  about  antitrust  in 

beei^on  thtThot  seat"  *  “  “  »“”*  fOT  bd"g  b*~  b-ause  he" 

I  would  like  on  behalf  of  all  the  student-athletes  in  the  Associa¬ 
tion,  particularly  in  Division  II,  to  issue  a  respectful  challenge,  if  I 
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could,  not  only  to  the  NATA  but  to  all  of  us  in  the  room.  That  chal¬ 
lenge  would  be  to  go  back  and  to  look  for  some  way,  as  Jerry  has  just 
suggested,  that  we  can  make  the  student  experience  count  for  some¬ 
thing  at  noncurriculum  institutions,  something  that  can  be  docu¬ 
mented.  It  may  not  lead  to  them  sitting  for  the  test,  but  it  will  be 
something  that  will  clearly  show  that  they  made  a  contribution  and 
they  deserve  this  documentation  that  might  help  them  in  their  grad¬ 
uate  studies  or  wherever  they  go. 

My  challenge  to  the  folks  in  this  room,  the  athletics  administra¬ 
tors,  again,  on  behalf  of  the  student-athletes,  we  need  to  roll  up  our 
sleeves,  all  of  us,  myself  included,  and  go  back  to  our  campuses,  take 
an  honest  look  at  where  we  are  and  be  the  leaders  we  can  be  to  start 
to  work  towards  the  solution  of  this  problem. 

We’ve  all  been  there  for  the  big  game  and  we’ve  all  lost  that  game, 
at  least  most  of  us,  and  we’ve  said  life  will  go  on.  If  we  lose  a  student- 
athlete,  we  will  lose  a  part  of  our  life  with  that  student-athlete. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

AMATEURISM  DEREGULATION  FORUM 

Clint  Bryant  (Augusta  State  University):  Our  second  topic  will 
deal  with  amateurism  issues  in  Division  II. 

I’d  like  to  introduce  Allen  Sessoms,  president  of  Queens  College 
in  New  York  who  will  provide  an  introduction  for  the  amateurism 
part  of  this  issues  forum. 

Allen  Lee  Sessoms  (Queens  College,  New  York):  The  topic  of 
amateurism  is  a  major  issue.  I  hope  we  can  make  presentations  to 
you  that  will  provide  some  clear  understanding  of  where  the  project 
team  on  amateurism  has  been  going  within  Division  II.  I’d  like  to 
start  by  introducing  the  other  presenters:  Tony  Capon  is  the  FAR  at 
University  of  Pittsburgh,  Johnstown,  and  chair  of  the  Division  II 
Committee  on  Student- Athlete  Reinstatement;  Lisa  Dehon,  former 
student-athlete  reinstatement  representative  and  current  ama¬ 
teurism  consultant;  Julie  Roe-Sumner,  director  of  student-athlete  re¬ 
instatement  for  the  Association. 

Other  members  of  the  project  team  are  Clint  Bryant,  who  you 
have  already  met,  the  director  of  athletics  at  Augusta  State  and  chair 
of  the  Division  II  Management  Council;  Heather  Andrews,  SAAC  rep¬ 
resentative  and  student-athlete  at  Missouri  Southern;  Kent  Wyatt, 
former  president  of  Delta  State  University;  Carl  McAloose,  commis¬ 
sioner  of  the  Great  Lakes  Valley  Conference;  Carol  Dunn,  director  of 
athletics  at  Cal  State  Los  Angeles;  Dale  Clayton,  men’s  basketball 
coach  at  Carson-Newman;  Sue  Williams,  who  is  the  women’s  cross 
country  coach  at  the  University  of  California,  Davis;  Bill  Saum, 
NCAA  director  of  gambling  and  agents;  and  Jennifer  Strawling,  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  safety  representative. 

We’ll  be  going  through  a  power  point  presentation.  I’ll  do  the  in¬ 
troductions  and  then  turn  it  over  to  my  colleagues.  We  have  a  session 
overview  that  will  cover  the  background  and  time  line  of  the  project 


Division  II  Forum 


145 


team,  philosophical  themes  as  we  address  the  amateurism  issues, 
seasons-of-competition  rule,  and  specific  area  of  analysis,  which  in¬ 
cludes  prize  money,  draft,  signing  of  contracts,  competition  with  pro¬ 
fessionals  and  the  ever-interesting  issue  of  pay  for  play 

The  definition  of  amateurism  has  been  around  for  over  100  years. 
Ced  Dempsey,  as  one  of  his  key  initiatives,  has  been  urging  an  Asso¬ 
ciation-wide  reexamination  and  reconsideration  of  this  definition. 

You  might  be  aware  that  several  years  ago  there  was  tremendous 
concern  about  the  dominance  of  older  student-athletes  on  champi¬ 
onship  teams  in  Division  II.  Particular  emphasis  was  focused  on  in¬ 
ternational  student-athletes.  There  was  a  proposal  for  some  regula¬ 
tion  in  this  area.  We  set  up  a  project  team  to  take  a  look  at  this  and 
concluded  that  after  several  surveys,  age  simply  does  not  have  a  sig¬ 
nificant  impact.  Older  student-athletes  do  not  have  a  significant  im¬ 
pact  in  championship  competition  at  the  Division  II  level. 

Under  the  guidance  of  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  we 
were  asked  to  take  a  broader  look  at  amateurism  to  see  if  given  the 
anecdotal  information  there  is  a  problem,  whether  we  could  cut  some 
redefinition  of  the  issue  and  then  try  to  address  the  particular  con¬ 
cerns  expressed  over  and  over  again  by  the  membership. 

We  decided  to  focus  in  the  first  instance  on  preenrollment  com¬ 
petitive  experiences  for  those  prospective  student-athletes  after  they 
leave  high  school  but  before  they  enroll  in  our  institutions.  We  will 
be  addressing,  however,  postenrollment  experiences  as  well,  and  then 
focusing  on  the  deregulation  efforts  within  Division  II. 

The  team  has  met  several  times.  The  information  gathering  pe¬ 
riod  was  from  January  to  August,  1999.  There  were  three  or  four 
face-to-face  meetings,  and  a  couple  on  the  phone.  Since  October,  we 
have  been  sharing  ideas  with  the  membership  and  gathering  feed¬ 
back.  Two  meetings  have  taken  place  since  then.  We  plan  to  continue 
that  exercise  through  April  and  then  in  June  begin  the  development 
of  legislation  for  presentation  and  consideration  at  the  Convention  in 
2001. 

We  have  two  themes  of  principles  that  guide  us  in  all  of  our  discus¬ 
sion.  The  first  and  of  primary  importance  is  student-athlete  welfare. 

We  have  decided  after  some  careful  consideration  that,  in  fact, 
student-athlete  welfare  has  not  been  the  principle  and  primary  dri¬ 
ving  force  of  the  Association.  That  is  an  issue  that  is  central  to  what 
we  are  considering  here  and  we  stated  that  boldly.  When  you  see  our 
recommendations,  you  will  realize  it  is,  in  fact,  the  central  theme  of 
what  we’re  trying  to  do.  Competitive  equity  to  address  the  issues 
raised  over  and  over  again  anecdotally  by  ADs,  coaches  and  others 
also  needs  to  be  addressed. 

So  with  that,  Td  like  to  turn  the  podium  over  to  Tony  for  discus¬ 
sion. 

Anthony  Capon  (University  of  Pittsburgh,  Johnstown):  Thank 
you,  President  Sessoms.  To  begin  with,  I  want  to  emphasize  a  couple 
of  points.  Division  II  is  investigating  amateurism  issues.  Division  I 
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is  doing  so  and  Division  III  has  begun  a  process  as  well. 

The  process  that  we  are  engaged  in  is  in  no  way  driven  by  the 
process  that’s  going  on  in  Division  1.  We  now  have  a  federation. 
There  is  a  Division  I  amateurism  committee  that’s  looking  at  the 
issue  as  well.  The  committees  are  working  along  parallel  lines,  but 
our  analyses  are  going  at  parallel  lines  because  our  analyses  are 
going  in  parallel  directions.  This  is  a  Division  II  initiative.  We  are 
going  to  pursue  it  regardless  of  what  the  other  divisions  do.  It  s  a  Di¬ 
vision  II  driven  issue. 

The  second  point — to  reemphasize  what  President  bessoms 
said— is  that  we  are  not  dealing  with  postenrollment  issues.  We 
are  dealing  only  with  the  preenrollment  phase.  We  probably  will 
begin  discussing  the  postenrollment  phase  at  our  next  meeting  m 

February.  .  , 

I’d  like  to  give  a  little  background  into  where  this  process  has 
come  from  and  where  it  is  going.  There  have  been  in  the  new  mem¬ 
bership  some  issues  in  recent  years  dealing  with  amateurism.  Pres¬ 
ident  Sessoms  has  discussed  very  briefly  Proposition  150.  Despite 
the  findings  of  the  Prop  150  team  that  age  doesn’t  have  a  significant 
impact,  there  continues  to  be  concerns  in  the  Division  II  membership 
that  sport-specific  athletes  are  older.  That  has  been  discussed  a  num¬ 
ber  of  times.  A  second  issue  that  has  been  out  there  for  a  long  time 
is  the  impact  of  the  international  student-athlete  in  Division  II 
sports. 

While  surveys  indicate  that  fewer  than  4  percent  of  the  athletes 
m  Division  II  are  international,  that  percent  is  higher  in  certain 
sports  such  as  tennis,  soccer,  basketball,  volleyball  and  track  and 
field.  Among  elite  squads  and  among  elite  athletes  in  some  sports, 
the  proportion  of  international  students  to  student-athletes  is  much 
higher  than  4  percent,  and  that’s  an  issue. 

The  third  background  issue  is  one  that  has  occupied  the  Student- 
Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee  on  occasion  over  the  past  few 
years— the  issue  of  the  failed  professional.  Under  NCAA  regulations, 
an  athlete  who  indicates  an  intent  to  professionalize  has  forever  for¬ 
saken  NCAA  eligibility— the  high-school  baseball  senior  gets  drafted 
in  the  50th  round,  signs  a  contract,  goes  to  Florida  instructionally 
and  finds  out  after  a  month  he  simply  isn’t  capable  of  playing  profes¬ 
sional  baseball.  That  athlete  is  forever  unable  to  participate  in 
NCAA  athletics.  That’s  a  background  issue  that  has  been  looked  at 

as  well.  .  , .  .  , 

There  are  also  some  issues  that  the  project  team  has  investigated 
as  we’ve  been  going  through  our  study  of  this.  The  first  is  problems 
inherent  in  the  definition  of  amateurism.  A  second  is  inequitable 
treatment  of  prospective  student-athletes.  A  third  question  is  are  we 
unnecessarily  restricting  the  opportunities  for  our  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  and  for  our  student-athletes?  I  will  look  at  each  of 
those  a  little  bit  as  we  go  along. 

A  quick  background  for  those  of  you  who  do  not  know  or  aren  t 


familiar  with  how  the  student-athlete  reinstatement  process  works. 
If  a  prospective  student-athlete  or  student-athlete  commits  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  Bylaw  12,  which  is  the  amateurism  legislation,  that  student- 
athlete  is  declared  ineligible.  If  the  institution  believes  that  there  is 
justification  for  reinstatement  of  eligibility,  they  will  request  eligibil¬ 
ity  reinstatement  from  the  NCAA,  which  will  go  to  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  reinstatement  staff. 

In  looking  at  reinstatement,  the  student-athlete  reinstatement 
staff  and  the  committee  look  at  the  concept  of  intent  to  professional¬ 
ize.  This  language  is  not  in  the  bylaws;  nevertheless,  it  is  the  guid¬ 
ing  principle  that  we  use  when  we  determine  whether  or  not  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  should  be  reinstated.  If  a  student-athlete  has  committed 
a  minor  and  inadvertent  violation  of  Bylaw  12,  there  is  no  reason  why 
that  student-athlete  should  be  ruled  forever  ineligible  to  participate  in 
Division  II  athletics. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  student  has  indicated  by  his  or  her  ac¬ 
tions  that  he  or  she  clearly  intended  to  professionalize,  that  student- 
athlete  will  not  be  reinstated.  This  principle  leads  to  inequitable 
treatment  of  sports.  It  also  can  lead  to  difficulties  in  consistently  ap¬ 
plying  the  principles. 

Let’s  look  at  how  we  treat  sports  under  this  guideline.  If  a 
prospective  student-athlete  is  in  a  sport  where  he  or  she  has  to  de¬ 
clare  eligibility  for  a  draft  in  order  to  be  drafted,  the  fact  that  that 
student-athlete  or  prospective  student-athlete  has  declared  his  or  her 
eligibility  or  put  themselves  on  a  draft  list,  renders  them  perma¬ 
nently  ineligible.  However,  a  student-athlete  who  is  in  a  sport  where 
you  can  be  drafted  without  declaring  for  the  draft  retains  eligibility 
The  intent  of  the  student-athletes,  however,  may  be  identical. 

For  example,  take  a  prospective  soccer  student-athlete.  In  order 
to  be  drafted  by  a  particular  professional  league,  he  must  put  his 
name  on  a  draft  list.  He  does  so,  and  even  if  he  is  not  drafted,  he  is 
permanently  ineligible  under  NCAA  regulations  because  he  has  indi¬ 
cated  his  intent  to  professionalize.  The  baseball  prospective  student- 
athlete,  on  the  other  hand,  can  be  drafted  by  a  major  league  team,  can 
negotiate  a  contract  and  providing  he  does  not  utilize  an  agent  in 
that  negotiation  process  and  does  not  sign  the  contract,  suffers  no  el¬ 
igibility  consequences.  Yet,  if  we  look  at  the  intent  of  both  student- 
athletes,  it  was  probably  identical.  The  intent  was  to  assess  the  mar¬ 
ket  value  and  make  an  informed  decision  about  whether  or  not  it  was 
in  their  best  interest  to  be  a  professional  or  to  pursue  a  college  ath¬ 
letic  and  academic  career. 

Additionally,  there  is  a  problem  in  consistently  applying  the  stan¬ 
dards.  The  problem  occurs  most  clearly  when  we  look  at  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  situation  of  domestic  student-athletes  as  opposed  to 
international  student-athletes.  In  the  United  States,  there  is  a  fairly 
clear  demarcation  system  differentiating  amateurism  or  amateur 
athletics  and  professional  athletics.  We  have  high-school  athletics 
and  we  have  college  athletics,  which  are  clearly  amateur.  We  have 
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professional  leagues  that  are  clearly  professional. 

In  many  other  countries  of  the  world,  this  distinction  does  not 
exist.  In  many  of  the  countries  of  the  world,  athletics  do  not  occur — 

’  there  is  no  athletics  in  high  school  and  college.  Athletics  occur  in  a 
club  system.  In  a  particular  club  system,  you  can  have  a  wide  range 
of  teams.  The  very  lowest-level  team  would  be  clearly  amateur  by  our 
standard.  The  very  highest-level  team  would  be  clearly  professional. 

The  problem  that  this  causes  in  terms  of  applying  the  standard 
is  that  because  the  demarcation  is  fairly  clear  in  the  United  States, 
we  assume  that  domestic  student-athletes  know  the  eligibility  conse¬ 
quences  of  their  actions. 

On  the  other  hand,  because  the  international  system  is  much  less 
clear  cut,  international  student-athletes  may  not  know  the  eligibility 
consequences  of  his  or  her  actions.  As  a  result,  when  we  apply  the 
standard  of  the  intent  to  professionalize,  we  may  say  the  domestic 
student-athlete  took  a  particular  action  because  he  is  a  domestic  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  and  because  of  the  clear  demarcation  in  this  country  be¬ 
tween  amateur  and  professional;  that  the  domestic  student-athlete 
knew  he  was  risking  his  eligibility,  he  intended  to  professionalize,  he 
is,  therefore,  ineligible. 

The  international  student-athletes,  however,  because  they  are 
not  aware  and  because  the  system  is  less  clear  cut,  may  not  have  had 
the  same  intent  to  professionalize.  It  makes  it  difficult  in  student- 
athlete  reinstatement  for  us  to  consistently  apply  the  standard. 

Another  area  in  which  there  is  an  inequity  in  our  standards  of 
amateurism  lead  to  inequitable  opportunities  to  capitalize  on  athletic 
ability.  If  you  are  a  football  or  basketball  player  with  professional  po¬ 
tential,  the  opportunity  to  capitalize  on  your  athletic  ability,  with  a 
very  rare  exception  of  the  Kobe  Bryant,  who  goes  directly  from  high 
school,  is  going  to  occur  after  graduation  from  college  or  at  least  after 
collegiate  enrollment. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  sports  in  which  the  opportunity  to 
capitalize  on  your  athletic  ability,  the  opportunity  to  make  money  oc¬ 
curs  while  you  are  young.  This  is  typically  the  case.  Typical  exam¬ 
ples  are  gymnastics  and  swimming.  What  happens,  therefore,  is  that 
our  system  indeed  subsidizes  the  football  and  basketball  student-ath¬ 
lete  and  allows  that  student-athlete  to  develop  his  or  her  skills  that 
they  can  then  use  to  make  money  at  a  professional  level  while  it  pro¬ 
hibits  student-athletes  in  sports,  such  as  gymnastics  and  swimming, 
from  being  able  to  capitalize  on  their  athletic  ability  and  participate 
in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

I  have  a  couple  of  comments  about  the  latter  types  of  sports.  One 
is  that  these  are  the  sports  ironically  that  typically  require  the  great¬ 
est  investment  on  the  part  of  the  student-athlete  and  his  or  her  fam¬ 
ily  in  order  to  become  proficient.  It  typically  costs  a  lot  more  to  be¬ 
come  a  world-class  gymnast  than  it  does  to  become  an  NCAA 
all-American  football  player.  The  families  have  to  make  a  greater  in¬ 
vestment,  yet  they  are  unable  to  capitalize  on  that  investment. 


A  second  factor  is  a  gender-related  one.  The  types  of  sports  that 
our  female  student-athletes  have  the  greatest  opportunity  to  capital¬ 
ize  on  have  tended  to  be  those  where  the  opportunity  to  capitalize  on 
athletic  ability  occurs  while  you're  young.  We  are  seeing  now  profes¬ 
sional  basketball  leagues  for  women.  But  by  and  large — gymnastics 
is  the  perfect  example  of  a  sport  for  women — the  opportunity  to  cap¬ 
italize  on  your  athletic  ability  is  going  to  occur  while  you  are  still  in 
high  school  or  in  some  cases  before  you  go  to  high  school.  In  the 
NCAA,  we  prohibit  you  from  doing  that  and  then  becoming  a  college 
athlete,  but  we  encourage  it  in  the  other  sports  where  we  allow  you 
to  be  a  college  athlete  first  and  then  become  a  professional. 

This  leads  us  finally  to  the  issue  or  the  collaboration  upon  the 
project  team  themes  and  the  project  team  principles  that  President 
Sessoms  referred  to  earlier.  There  are  two  basic  themes  that  we  are 
looking  at  that  were  guiding  our  deliberations.  One  is  student-ath¬ 
lete  welfare  and  the  other  is  competitive  equity.  These  are  not,  how¬ 
ever,  distinct  themes. 

Competitive  equity  is  indeed  a  student-athlete  welfare  issue.  If 
you  are  a  student-athlete  and  you  are  competing  against  other  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  for  whatever  reason  have  an  advantage  that  is  not 
directly  due  to  differences  in  athletic  ability,  there  is  competitiveness 
inequity.  This  impacts  directly  upon  your  student-athlete  welfare. 

But  if  we  look  at  student-athlete  welfare,  our  primary  considera¬ 
tion  is  going  to  he  what’s  best  for  the  student-athlete.  When  we  look 
at  competitive  equity,  what  we  want  to  look  at  is  what  factors  lead  to 
competitive  inequity.  What  factors,  therefore,  lead  to  a  competitive 
advantage  and  how  can  we  address  those  factors? 

To  summarize  the  section  of  what  we’ve  been  looking  at:  How  can 
we  deregulate  the  amateurism  legislation  to  give  our  prospective 
and  enrolled  student-athletes  more  opportunities,  more  chances  to 
choose  what  is  best  for  them  while  at  the  same  time  recognizing  that 
these  additional  opportunities  that  we  provide  them  may  lead  to  com¬ 
petitive  advantages?  How  can  we  address  the  question  of  competi¬ 
tive  advantage  while  still  providing  our  potential  or  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  and  our  student-athletes  with  increased  opportunities? 
I  will  now  turn  it  over  to  Lisa,  who  will  discuss  our  thinking  along 
these  lines, 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Consultant):  Thank  you,  Tony  As  you  can 
see  in  the  themes  and  principles  that  are  in  one  question,  what  fac¬ 
tors  lead  to  a  competitive  advantage?  There  is  one  factor  that  the 
project  team  determined  in  its  analysis  that  does  lead  to  a  competi¬ 
tive  advantage — and  that  is  actual  competition. 

The  project  team  formulated  a  seasons-of-competition  rule  that  is 
hopefully  going  to  be  used  to  address  any  competitive  advantage  that 
could  be  gained.  Under  this  rule,  after  the  summer  following  high- 
school  graduation,  if  a  prospect  engages  in  organized  competition, 
then  they  will  be  charged  with  a  season  of  competition  for  every  year 
of  organized  competition  in  which  he  or  she  participated. 
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Also,  they  must  fulfill  an  academic  year  in  residence  upon  enroll¬ 
ment.  Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  this.  If  a  prospect  engages  in 
two  years  of  organized  competition  following  high-school  graduation, 
and  then  they  decide  to  enroll  in  an  NCAA  institution,  they  would 
then  have  10  semesters  in  which  to  compete  in  two  seasons  of  com¬ 
petition,  they  would  be  charged  with  a  loss  of  two  seasons  of  compe¬ 
tition. 

They  would  also  have  to  fulfill  an  academic  year  in  residence  be¬ 
fore  they  could  begin  competing  in  those  two  years  that  they  have 
left.  There  are  many  reasons  that  the  project  team  likes  this  seasons- 
of-competition  rule.  One  is  that  it  does  directly  address  competitive 
advantage.  As  you’ll  see  as  we  go  along  in  some  of  the  other  areas 
that  we’d  like  to  deregulate,  one  of  the  problems  is  we’ve  never  been 
able  to  have  a  way  in  which  to  address  competitive  advantage.  This 
is  one  way  that  we  can  do  it. 

Another  is  that  the  academic  year  in  residence  shows  a  commit¬ 
ment  to  academics  on  the  part  of  the  institution.  We  want  to  have 
you  here  at  an  institution  for  a  year  making  satisfactory  progress  and 
then  you’ll  be  able  to  compete.  It  also  demands  a  commitment  on  the 
part  of  the  prospect  that  they  also  have  that  commitment  to  educa¬ 
tion  and  are  willing  to  fulfill  that  academic  year  in  residence  before 
they  are  able  to  take  advantage  of  their  two  seasons  in  that  example. 

Finally,  one  of  the  other  nice  parts  to  this  is  that  we  finally  will 
allow  prospects  to  make  more  informed  decisions.  If  you  deregulate 
other  portions  of  Bylaw  12  and  have  the  seasons-of-competition  rule 
in  place,  then  prospects  will  understand  that  if  I  engage  in  A,  B  or  C 
for  a  certain  length  of  time,  I  know  what  the  consequences  of  that  will 
be.  No  longer  will  it  be  a  guessing  game  or  an  uninformed  choice  of 
having  to  go  to  the  reinstatement  staff  and  finding  out  what  the  con¬ 
sequence  will  be  for  certain  behavior.  The  prospect  is  able  to  make  an 
informed  choice.  Also,  coaches  will  know  exactly  what  eligibility  will 
be  remaining  for  those  individuals  who  they’ll  be  recruiting. 

Once  you  have  a  mechanism  in  place  to  address  competitive  ad¬ 
vantage,  then  the  project  team  began  to  look  at  what  other  areas  we 
can  now  start  to  deregulate  if  we  can  address  a  competitive  advan¬ 
tage  question. 

The  first  topic  that  they  tackled  was  the  area  of  prize  money.  It 
probably  should  be  no  surprise  that  that  would  be  one  of  the  first 
areas,  because  money  is  intertwined  in  our  notion  of  amateurism  and 
seems  to  be  the  biggest  hurdle  to  get  over. 

As  the  project  team  looked  at  prize  money,  they  looked  at  the  im¬ 
pact  of  prize  money  and  began  to  evaluate  that.  They  began  looking 
at  the  flow  of  money  and  the  concept  that  somehow  if  you  get  money 
you  have  now  become  a  professional.  Yet,  if  we  ask  you  to  return  the 
money,  you  are  now  somehow  an  amateur.  That  was  the  example  of 
how  we’ve  never  really  addressed  the  competitive  advantage  that 
could  come  with  the  actual  competition  that  went  along  with  getting 
that  prize  money. 


Also,  does  acceptance  of  prize  money  itself  somehow  increase  ath¬ 
letic  skill  or  is  it  something  else?  Is  prize  money  connected  to  com¬ 
petitive  advantage?  Also,  if  prize  money  were  acceptable,  would  your 
pool  of  prospects  change?  The  project  team  took  a  long  time  in  delib¬ 
erating  on  this  one  and  concluded  that  they  really  didn’t  think  that  it 
would — that  you  have  the  same  student-athletes  out  there  with  the 
same  abilities.  It’s  just  that  some  of  those  individuals  may  now  be 
able  to  accept  prize  money.  Accepting  the  prize  money  doesnt  in¬ 
crease  their  skill. 

Finally,  one  of  the  final  questions  that  we  kept  looking  at  was  is 
there  a  justification  for  denying  prize  money?  We  kept  asking  our¬ 
selves  that.  The  project  team  asked  other  groups  to  give  us  any  jus¬ 
tification.  We’ve  yet  to  come  up  with  a  clear  rational  or  understand¬ 
able  justification  for  denying  prize  money.  . 

We  are  going  to  take  a  look  at  two  student-athlete  reinstatement 
cases.  They’re  actual  cases.  They  will  illustrate  how  the  current 
rules  apply  in  processing  a  case  involving  the  acceptance  of  prize 

In  the  first  case,  the  prospect  received  $207  in  prize  money  lor 
participation  in  numerous  tennis  events  and  was  reinstated  based  on 

^  In  the  second  case,  a  nonrecruited  walk-on  freshman  received  a 
cash  prize  of  $90  in  a  country  club  golf  tournament.  He  was  also  re* 

instated  based  upon  repayment.  . 

As  you  keep  those  two  cases  in  mind,  we  can  go  back  to  prize 
money  and  the  themes.  Why  do  we  deny  this  opportunity  with 
prospects?  Most  importantly,  how  does  returning  the  prize  money 
somehow  change  the  athletes  and  then  make  it  appropriate  to  be  at 
our  institutions  and  in  our  programs?  As  you  can  see,  we  just  require 

repayment.  , 

As  for  competitive  equity,  what  competitive  advantage  was 
gained  by  receiving  the  money?  If  the  competitive  gain  was  gained 
by  the  actual  competition,  how  do  we  address  that?  Again,  you  are 
going  to  hear  us  go  back  to  the  seasons-of-competition  rule  through¬ 
out  this  presentation.  ,  , 

If  along  with  receiving  prize  money  you  competed  for  an  extended 
period  of  time,  you  are  going  to  be  subject  to  the  seasons-of-competi- 
tion  rule  once  you  initially  enroll.  So  we  have  the  mechanism  m 
place  to  address  that  issue.  The  consensus  of  the  project  team,  as  you 
can  probably  guess,  is  to  allow  individuals  to  accept  prize  money  prior 
to  collegiate  enrollment. 

The  next  topic  is  involvement  with  the  professional  draft  and  a 
contract.  We  really  have  the  same  issues  and  concerns  in  this  area: 
Again,  does  one  gain  a  competitive  advantage  by  entering  the  draft 
or  signing  a  contract?  Do  those  acts  themselves  somehow  give  you 
better  athletic  skill?  We  have  two  actual  cases  to  illustrate  the  ap- 
plication  of  current  legislation.  A  prospect  signed  a  minor  league  con¬ 
tract  to  play  professional  baseball.  After  just  four  days,  they  witn- 


th  Jth*  J 5  4  THey  rece,ved  no  compensation  and  the  contract 
at  they  did  sign  was  never  submitted  or  approved  by  Major  League 
Baseball.  Their  eligibility  was  not  reinstated  J  g 

sionaH7e°nnhni!entTed  earlier’  the  analysis «  the  intent  to  profes- 
.  bviously,  signing  a  contract  indicates  the  intent  to  uro 
fessionabze  and  that  individual  was  not  reinstated.  In  the  second 

tfona|aH  Ui?entTath  eta  fr0m  Ukraine  Placed  his  name  on  the  ^ 
tional  Hockey  League  s  player  draft  list.  The  prospect  was  not 

bunion311*1  dldi  Tu  S!fn  3ny  contract  with  the  professional  organiza¬ 
tion.  On  appeal,  the  D.v.sion  II  Committee  on  Student-Athlete  Rein 
statement  determined  that  he  should  be  reinstated  after  the  young 

SenJft  whrid/r0m  c°mPetition  during  his  first  two  years  of  res 

inst,tution  and  charged  the  io-  * 

is  ulSSfjS  tW°  P0imst°  be  iI!  ustrated  with  these  cases.  One 
t  fihe,  P™sPectf  did  not  gain  any  competitive  advantage 

by  the  actions  that  they  undertook;  yet,  they  received  very  significant 

penalties.  The  other  thing  to  note  is  that  there  is  an  Consistent  L 

what  seems  to  be  inconsistent  application  of  our  legislation  One  in 
dividual  was  permanently  ineligible.  The  other  individual  lost  two 

tioT  dr9f  d  °r  beCaUSe  they  si^ned  a  contract?  That’s  the  first  ques 

.  The  next  question  comes  to  competitive  equity  The  Droiect  team 
•  «ahzes  that  if  a  prospect  is  successful  in  being  drafted ^or  succeJsfS 
«■  m  neSot.ating  a  contract  with  a  team,  then  obviously  some  organTzed 

•  r,Pf  f’T  "S  f°"°W,  fr°m  ,hose  Mts  D»  we  Have  a  way  to  fddS 
fhat  if  it  should  occur?  The  answer  is  “yes,”  we  have  the  seasons  of 

comPat>t.on  rule  that  would  then  address  their  actual  compeSn 

•  comn!rtPr°Je7  tea*m  aga'n  and  again  8°es  back  to  the  analysis  of  the 
“ZTr  advantage  that  is  gained,  rather  than  the  intent  of  the 

.‘-'collegiate  e^rEem*  conseasus  of  ^he  ProJect  team  is  that  prior  to 
’  At^Fa  enroIIment>  an  individual  may  enter  the  draft  and  be 
d  or  Slgn  a  contract  with  a  professional  team 

Cion  praposalsrn  t0  JuHe  Roe'Sumner  to  cont>nue  with  the  deregula- 

r*  •  u  R°efurnner  WCAA  Staff):  Thank  you,  Lisa  Lisa  just  fin 
shed  talking  about  draft  contracts  and  she  talked  about  the  compet 

C  ValU?,  3nd  h0W  jt  comPares  to  that  Now  we  can 

-  .move  into  what  we  call  the  fun  parts— competition  for  professionals 

-  Sth  nm/°r  P  ^  uS  mteresting  to  note  because  withdompetition 

:  CnedSifva  8  here  ,S  g°ing  t0  be  an  °bvious  competitive  advan- 

tage  gained  if  you  are  competing  on  the  professional  level  The  nrn 
;  ject  team  has  talked  about  that  and  we’ll  address  that  P 

•  LSt  s  g0  t0  a  couple  of  cases.  We  just  have  two  involving  competi- 


1  ‘Division  I!  Forum- 


tion  with  professionals  that  we’d  like  to  go  over.  The  first  involves  a 
golf  prospective  student-athlete.  He  participated  in  nine  golf  tourna¬ 
ments  as  a  professional.  After  he  competed  in  these  nine  tourna¬ 
ments,  the  golf  association  reinstated  his  status  as  an  amateur.  Then 
he  went  to  an  institution  and  wanted  to  get  his  amateur  status  rein¬ 
stated  by  the  NCAA. 

As  you  ve  heard,  the  analysis  that  we  undertake  is  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  prospective  student-athlete  exhibits  an  intent  to 
professionalize.  Really,  the  key  here  is  that  he  registered  as  a  pro¬ 
fessional  in  order  to  participate  in  these  tournaments.  Because  of 
that  action,  he  demonstrated  a  very  clear  intent  to  professionalize. 
So  because  of  that,  he  was  not  reinstated. 

In  the  second  case,  we  have  a  prospective  student-athlete  who 
participated  as  an  amateur  for  15  months  on  a  professional  basket¬ 
ball  team.  He  did  not  sign  a  contract.  He  only  received  actual  and 
necessary  expenses.  He  was  reinstated  after' being  withheld  from 
just  10  percent  of  a  season, 

1  think  it’s  interesting  to  compare  these  two  cases  because  you 
have  one  prospective  student-athlete  who  registered  as  a  professional 
and  showed  an  intent  to  professionalize.  Then  you  have  another 
prospect  who  actually  was  a  lot  wiser.  He  didn’t  sign  a  contract  and 
therefore  he  didn  t  show  any  intent  to  professionalize.  He  also  didn’t 
accept  any  salary  for  that  competition. 

But  when  you  look  at  the  two  cases,  one  could  argue  pretty  easily 
that  15  months  of  professional  competition  can  yield  a  much  higher 
competitive  advantage  than  nine  golf  tournaments.  When  you  look  at 
the  two  cases  in  the  context  of  the  core  values  and  student-athlete 
welfare,  should  failed  professionals  such  as  this  golf  prospective  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  be  excluded  from  Division  II  programs  or  should  we 
focus  more  on  competitive  equity?  How  can  the  competitive  advan¬ 
tage  gained  be  evaluated  and  addressed? 

Again,  you  insert  the  seasons-of-competition  rule.  Let’s  take,  for 
instance,  that  golf  student-athlete.  He  competed,  let’s  say,  for  a  cal¬ 
endar  year  the  summer  following  high-school  graduation  in  those 
nine  tournaments.  Therefore,  if  you  apply  the  seasons-of-competition 
rule,  he  would  be  charged  with  a  season  of  eligibility.  So  upon  colle¬ 
giate  enrollment,  he  would  only  have  three  seasons  left  and  he  would 
fulfill  an  academic  year  in  residence. 

Therefore,  you  probably  saw  this  coming,  the  consensus  of  the 
project  team  with  regard  to  competition  with  professionals  was  to 
deregulate  this  area  and  allow  individuals  to  compete  as  profession¬ 
als  prior  to  collegiate  enrollment. 

The  next  and  final  area  of  analysis  that  the  project  team  exam¬ 
ined  was  pay  for  play.  You  might  be  thinking  that  we’ve  already 
talked  about  prize  money  as  one  form  of  pay  for  play  and  you  are  cor¬ 
rect.  But  in  the  project  team’s  analysis,  they  pulled  prize  money  out 
to  basically  start  the  discussion,  because  prize  money  was  an  easier 
subject  to  get  their  arms  around.  When  they  realized  there  are  many 


154 


-2000  Convention  Proceedings 


other  forms  of  pay  for  play  such  as  salary,  stipends  and  educational 
grants,  they  wanted  to  address  that  issue  as  well.  They  went  back  to 
those  same  questions  of  what  is  it  about  the  acceptance  of  money  that 
makes  student-athletes  inappropriate  for  our  programs.  Let’s  look  at 
a  case. 

This  prospective  student-athlete  signed  a  contract  to  play  pro 
basketball.  He  received  just  under  $7,000  for  a  salary  to  be  employed 
by  a  team  for  one  year.  He  was  not  reinstated  for  two  reasons — he 
signed  a  contract  with  a  pro  team  and  he  also  accepted  a  salary  for  a 
year.  When  you  look  at  this  case — and  we  have  other  cases  like  this 
at  the  Division  II  level — in  the  context  of  those  core  values  for  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare,  the  project  team  asked  the  question:  Does  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  money  actually  change  this  prospect  or  was  it  the  compe¬ 
tition?  Although  $7,000  does  seem  like  a  large  amount  of  money,  in 
reality,  $7,000  isn’t  going  to  be  enough  to  allow  a  person  to  live  on  for 
a  year. 

When  they  looked  at  competitive  equity,  he  did  play  for  a  year 
with  this  pro  team.  There  was  some  sort  of  an  advantage.  How  can 
we  address  that?  Again,  that’s  where  you  insert  the  seasons-of-com¬ 
petition  rule  to  address  that  competitive  advantage  gained. 

The  consensus  of  the  project  team  with  regard  to  pay  for  play  is 
that  prior  to  collegiate  enrollment,  they  want  to  deregulate  this  area. 

Before  we  open  it  up  for  discussion,  there  are  a  couple  of  key 
questions  that  the  project  team  wanted  to  share  with  you  that  they 
asked  themselves  during  our  analysis  and  questions  that  they’ve 
heard  from  other  groups.  The  first  is  what  about  the  nontraditional 
student-athlete?  That’s  really  a  key  component  of  the  Division  II  phi¬ 
losophy.  Will  deregulation  exclude  any  of  these  nontraditional  stu¬ 
dent-athletes?  The  project  team  doesn’t  think  that  it  will.  In  fact, 
deregulation  allows  for  participation  and  more  activities.  The  sea¬ 
sons-of-competition  rule  only  applies  to  a  person  if  they  participate  at 
a  high  level  of  organized  competition.  The  project  team  does  not  want 
to  have  an  impact  on  those  individuals  who  participate  in  local 
church  leagues  or  YMCA  competition,  they  don’t  want  the  seasons-of- 
competition  rule  to  apply  to  those  situations. 

Is  this  deregulation  going  to  encourage  some  folks  to  go  ahead 
and  try  their  ability  at  the  next  level  rather  than  enrolling  in  a  colle¬ 
giate  institution?  The  fact  is — you  have  seen  some  examples — that 
this  is  already  occurring.  Those  are  the  failed  professionals  who  the 
reinstatement  committee  oflen  has  to  look  at.  They  are  heart-break¬ 
ing  scenarios  at  times. 

The  project  team  thinks  deregulation  would  actually  open  the 
door  to  embrace  those  athletes  who  want  to  become  student-athletes. 
In  the  Kobe  Bryant  scenario,  a  person  who  completes  high  school  and 
then  jumps  to  the  professional  level,  the  project  team  thinks  that  per¬ 
son  wanting  to  come  back  down  to  the  college  level  if  deregulation 
were  to  occur  is  very  unlikely.  In  the  big  scope  of  things,  for  someone 
who  is  at  that  caliber  and  level,  the  incentive  to  come  back  to  a  colle- 


giate  institution  is  not  very  high  if  they  would  have  to 
high  salary  and  all  those  benefits. 


give  up  that 


Another  key  question  is  what  about  the  percentage  of  older  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  are  dominating  competition?  The  project  team  has 
talked  at  great  length  about  age  and  origin  of  birth.  Are  those  factors 
that  yield  a  competitive  advantage?  They  don’t  think  that  those  are 
factors  that  do;  but  rather,  the  competitive  experiences  that  a 
prospect  brings  to  the  table  upon  initial  placement  enrollment. 
Thats  why  they  think  that  the  seasons-of-competition  rule  gets  at 
that  competitive  advantage.  With  that,  we’ll  turn  it  back  over  to 
President  Sessoms  to  facilitate  discussion. 

Mr.  Sessoms:  Id  like  to  thank  my  colleagues  for  a  brilliant  and 
clear  discussion.  I’d  like  to  ask  Heather,  Carol  and  Sue  to  come  up- 
a  student  who  participated  actively  in  the  discussions,  an  AD  and  a 

O  n 


Id  like  to  take  questions  from  the  floor  on  any  of  those  topics  that 
we  discussed. 

Ed  Harris  (West  Texas  A&M  University):  Lisa  already  heard  my 
question  before  the  Management  Council.  It  relates  to  how  we  define 
high  level  of  competition. 

We  have  said  today  church  leagues  are  out.  In  the  American  sys- 
tem—lm  an  old  tennis  coach — are  we  saying  4.0,  4.5,  5.0  in  USTA 
tennis  competition?  What  level  is  totally  amateur  and’wouldn’t  trig¬ 
ger  this?  Is  it  3.5  playing  in  a  national  tournament?  Does  3.5  mean 
this  person  triggered?  This  applies  to  other  sports,  too,  I’m  just  using 
tennis  as  an  example. 

I’m  in  favor  of  moving  in  this  direction.  I  think  we  need  to  move 
misdirection.  I  think  when  we  get  to  that,  how  do  we  determine 
with  the  international  student  exactly  those  issues,  because  you  have 
an  awful  lot  of  those  young  folks  who  are  competing  on  what  we  call 
the  local  club  team.  It  may  be  a  very  high-level  local  club  team.  What 
sort  of  enforcement  is  there?  I  know  we’re  trying  to  reduce  wording 

about  these  kinds  of  enforcement  procedures,  but  I  believe  it  does 
trigger  some. 

Mr.  Sessoms:  Thank  you  for  the  question.  Let  me  ask  Heather, 
since  shes  a  tennis  amateur,  to  comment  on  what  she  thinks  about 
the  whole  issue  and  the  organized  competition. 

Heather  Andrews  (Student-Athlete/Missouri  Southern  State 
College):  I  can  just  give  you  a  brief  rundown  of  how  we  feel  on  these 
issues.  1  don  t  know  if  it’s  going  to  help  you  so  much  as  with  the  or¬ 
ganized  competition.  That’s  still  something  we  are  looking  at.  Some¬ 
body  may  be  able  to  capitalize  on  that  for  you. 

But  as  student-athletes,  we  do  feel  that  it’s  important  to  look  at 
tty'aw  12  and  ensure  that  its  text  applies  to  situations  that  are  going 
on  in  Division  II  today.  We  want  to  provide  a  level  playing  field 
among  Division  II  athletics  to  ensure  that  our  athletes  are  having  a 
positive  student-athlete  experience.  We  also  want  to  broaden  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  a  student-athlete  to  pursue  athletics  as  a  vocation  while 
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not  penalizing  the  traditional  student-athlete  who  competes  as  an  av¬ 
ocation.  So  we  do  feel  the  need  for  change  to  ensure  competitive  eq- 
;.  uity.  The  SAAC  was  pleased  with  the  direction  the  project  team  is 
going,  and  we  generally  support  these  ideas.  As  far  as  your  organized 
competition  question,  let  me  direct  that  to  another  panelist. 

Julie  Roe-Sumner  (NCAA  Staff):  Actually,  Lisa  and  I  have 
talked  about  this.  She’s  going  to  handle  the  details,  but  I  just  want 
to  tell  everybody  that  this  question  was  not  planned.  We  actually 
have  a  slide  with  some  definitions  of  organized  competition  just  for 
you. 

Lisa  Dehon  (NCAA  Consultant):  We’ll  pay  you  later  for  this 
question.  We’ve  talked  about  this  question  as  part  of  the  project 
team.  Obviously,  as  we’ve  stated,  we  don’t  want  church  leagues  and 
YMCAs  to  be  involved  in  this,  but  we  also  recognize  there  are  other 
systems  out  there  in  the  world.  There  needs  to  be  a  way  that  we  con¬ 
sistently  apply  our  definition  to  all  sports.  It’s  a  work  in  progress. 
We  are  continually  changing  this.  This  would  be  a  definition  of  orga¬ 
nized  competition  that  would  pertain  only  to  the  seasons-of-competi¬ 
tion  rule.  The  other  organized  competition  legislation  in  the  Manual 
would  remain  the  same.  What  we’re  trying  to  do  in  this  definition  is 
to  catch  those  high  levels  of  competition. 

As  you  can  see,  we  have  competition  in  which  compensation  is 
provided  to  any  participants  and  we’ve  included  the  covering  of  ac¬ 
tual  and  necessary  expenses.  As  you  mentioned,  in  the  international 
systems  in  the  club  teams,  this  is  typically  what  you  see.  They  cover 
actual  and  necessary  expenses  as  a  way  to  participate  on  these 
teams. 

Another  one  would  be  pursuant  to  signing  a  contract  or  being 
drafted,  any  competition  that  is  funded  by  professional  sports  orga¬ 
nizations  excluding  not-for-profit  organizations.  Finally,  competition 
that  is  funded  by  a  representative  of  an  institution’s  athletic  interest. 
This  is  in  there  because  we  don’t  want  any  sort  of  recruiting  advan¬ 
tages  or  any  type  of  interference  where  individuals  could  set  up  some 
sort  of  organized  competition  as  a  way  to  funnel  students  to  certain 
institutions. 

This  is  what  we’ve  come  up  with  so  far.  We  would  love  any  sug¬ 
gestions  by  anybody  if  there  is  something  we’re  missing,  if  we  are 
going  to  miss  a  group  of  people  with  this  definition  or  if  we’re  going 
to  catch  people  who  we  don’t  want  to  catch  with  this  definition. 

We’ve  also  discussed — it’s  not  up  here — the  Olympic  question.  Do 
we  include  Olympic  participation  as  being  subject  to  the  seasons-of- 
competition  rule?  Right  now,  we’re  looking  at  a  way  to  exclude 
Olympic  competition  from  that  so  we  encourage  young  people  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  Olympics  and  other  games  with  our  national  govern¬ 
ing  bodies. 

Ed  Harris:  Thank  you.  You  are  moving  in  the  right  direction, 

Paul  Ruddy  (Lewis  University):  How  are  we  going  to  track 
these  international  students?  If  my  coach  is  recruiting  a  24-year  old 
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international  soccer  player,  is  he  going  to  take  a  form  with  him  and 
say  fill  this  out  and  tell  me  what  you've  done  since  you  graduated 
from  high  school?  If  he  says  I  haven't  done  anything,  I  haven't  played 
on  any  teams,  is  that  in  there?  How  are  we  going  to  track  these  peo- 
pie  and  who  is  going  to  do  it? 

Ms.  Roe-Sumner:  Thanks  for  that  good  question.  Actually,  we 
talked  about  that  with  SAAC  yesterday.  One  of  the  student-athletes 
asked  if  this  seasons-of-competition  rule  were  adopted,  what’s  the  re¬ 
alistic  implementation  of  it?  A  couple  of  things  that  we've  talked 
about  is  having  the  certifying  officer  at  institutions  certify  a  student- 
athlete’s  eligibility.  When  that  student-athlete  comes  to  campus,  the 
first  thing  they  do  is  look  at  when  they  graduated  high  school  and  de¬ 
termine  if  there  has  been  a  window  of  time  between  that  high-  school 
graduation  and  their  collegiate  enrollment.  If  so,  then  the  next  step 
is  to  ask  what  sort  of  activities  they've  engaged  in  during  that  time 
frame.  There  will  be  some  work  in  determining  how  it  meets  the  or¬ 
ganized  competition  definition,  but  that  will  be  part  of  the  certifica¬ 
tion  process. 

The  other  part  is  the  international  student-athlete  form  that  re¬ 
quires  a  person  to  list  any  competition  that  they’ve  engaged  in.  Many 
of  the  types  of  competition  listed  would  fall  under  the  definition  of  the 
organized  competition. 

Ms.  Dehon:  One  other  advantage  to  this  is  that  under  our  cur¬ 
rent  legislation,  we  have  to  use  the  words  “amateur”  or  “professional,” 
so  we  have  to  fit  a  round  peg  in  a  square  hole  when  it  comes  to  in¬ 
ternational  sports  systems.  Are  they  amateur?  Are  they  profes¬ 
sional? 

A  lot  of  times  we  have  to  rely  simply  on  what  they  call  them¬ 
selves.  They  may  look  very  professional  to  us,  but  in  their  country 
they  call  themselves  amateur.  We  are  no  longer  going  to  be  ham¬ 
strung  by  having  to  use  those  terms.  Instead,  we  just  look  at  the  ac¬ 
tual  competition.  What  did  it  look  like?  What  did  it  involve  and  did 
it  meet  this  definition? 

Joseph  R.  Polak  (New  Hampshire  College):  To  follow  up  on 
Paul  Ruddy’s  question,  it’s  very  hard  to  prove  negative  if  an  interna¬ 
tional  student  or  a  domestic  student  says  that  they  haven’t  played 
Who  do  you  write  to  find  out?  I  think  we  are  deregulating,  which  J 
think  you’ve  done  a  great  job,  but  it  seems  like  more  work.  Who  do 
you  write  to  to  find  out  whether  they  did  play? 

Mr.  Sessoms:  Let  me  just  comment  on  that  and  then  ask  Sue, 
w  o  has  looked  at  this  probably  from  a  different  perspective  to  com¬ 
ment. 

Fortunately,  people  put  their  names  up  in  lights  on  the  Internet 
all  the  time.  You  can  actually  find  people  all  over  the  world.  Ifthey- 
competed  in  any  organized  sports,  they  are  listed.  If  it’s  dubious  that 
they  ye  been  out  of  school  five  years  and  they  were  doing  nothing  but 
growing  potatoes  during  that  time  on  their  farm,  one  can  actually 
verify  some  of  that.  But  just  using  the  fact  that  much  more  informa- 
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.  tion  is  available  on  all  sorts  of  athletic  competition  worldwide,  it  gives 
you  an  opportunity  to  do  some  extra  verification.  Sue. 

Suzanne  Williams  (University  of  California,  Davis):  We  have 
discussed  that  at  some  length  in  our  committee.  It  will  operate  much 
the  way  it  has  in  the  past  regarding  whether  or  not  a  person  has  ac¬ 
cepted  money  for  pay.  The  group  feels,  and  I  concur,  that  it’s  a  lot  eas¬ 
ier  to  find  out  if  someone  participated  and  competed  rather  than 
whether  or  not  they  received  money  Money  is  much  harder  to  track. 
If  a  person  competed,  it's  usually  out  there. 

To  answer  your  question  more  specifically  about  how  a  person, 
maybe  a  coach  questioning  whether  or  not  an  athlete  from  another 
team  has  participated,  there  are  several  routes  you  might  follow.  You 
might  contact  someone  who  you  know  in  the  international  track  com¬ 
petition  community.  There  are  Web  sites  and  magazines  that  have 
meet  results  and  competitive  results  that  are  sport  specific.  If  you 
have  reason  to  believe  that  an  athlete  competed,  then  you  question 
their  eligibility  to  the  NCAA. 

Joseph  R.  Polak  (New  Hampshire  College):  I  understand  that. 
You  have  to  do  that.  But  let's  say  it’s  an  international  student  from 
Sweden  and  they  played  for  a  club  in  another  part  of  Sweden.  You 
would  contact  that  area  and  maybe  their  city  or  the  town  or  the 
province  that  they  lived  in.  I  think  that  would  be  the  way  you  have 
to  go.  Why  would  you  contact  another  town  in  another  part  of  the 
country.  I  understand  and  think  you  would  have  to  do  those  things, 
but  it's  just  very  difficult  to  prove  a  negative.  You  can  check  a  posi¬ 
tive.  They  said  they  did  play.  Then  it’s  very  easy  to  check.  How  many 
years,  whether  they  got  paid  and  a  lot  of  the  things  you’ve  gone  over. 
But  it's  very  hard  to  check  a  negative — even  using  the  Internet.  It’s 
very  hard  to  find  out  where  to  start. 

Ms.  Williams:  I  agree.  It’s  difficult  now  under  our  current  regu¬ 
lation.  I  don’t  see  it’s  wildly  different.  It’s  just  that  whether  or  not 
you  competed,  it’s  easier  to  get  that  once  you  start  the  process. 

Mr.  Sessoms:  I  think  it  will  be  easier  because  you  don't  have  to 
worry  about  whether  they  got  paid  or  not. 

John  A.  Hogan  (Colorado  School  of  Mines):  Where  have  you 
been  presenting  this  concept?  In  general,  what  kind  of  reaction  are 
you  getting  to  this  concept? 

Mr.  Sessoms:  I  will  turn  that  to  our  presenters  and  then  com¬ 
ment  on  things  that  happened  today. 

Ms.  Roe-Sumner:  We  presented  this  to  the  Management  Coun¬ 
cil.  We  did  that  at  the  October  meeting.  We  received  a  favorable  re¬ 
sponse— that  we  were  moving  in  the  right  direction.  That  was  the 
only  general  response  that  we  really  were  given  other  than  some 
tough  questions  that  were  asked  earlier. 

We  presented  to  the  Division  II  SAAC  yesterday  morning.  As 
Heather  just  indicated,  SAAC  supports  the  change  and  the  fact  that 
we  are  moving  in  a  new  direction.  This  morning,  we  presented  to  the 
Presidents  Council.  They  actually  reacted  very  favorably  to  it. 


Anthony  Capon  (University  of  Pittsburgh,  Johnstown):  We  also 
presented  in  November  to  the  Faculty  Athletic  Representatives  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Division  I  and  Division  II,  and  then  we  had  separate  sessions. 
The  reaction  was  quite  positive.  We  anticipate  that  in  the  next  sev-  ' 
eral  months,  we’re  going  to  be  making  similar  presentations  to  other 
constituencies  in  Division  II. 

We  are  still  in  the  process  of  developing  the  final  recommenda-  , 
tions  and  trying  to  get  feedback  from  the  membership.  If  you  have 
feedback,  you  can  contact  President  Sessoms,  you  can  contact  the 
staff,  you  can  contact  anybody  who  is  on  the  committee.  We  will  be 
meeting  again,  probably  during  the  last  week  in  February.  We  are 
continuing  to  solicit  input  on  this  and  we’re  still  in  that  phase. 

Ms,  Roe-Sumner:  There  is  actually  one  other  group  we  pre¬ 
sented  to — the  Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee.  It  also  supported 
the  direction.  Also,  as  Tony  said,  we’re  going  to  be  presenting  at  the 
regional  compliance  seminars.  There  will  be  a  Division  II  session,  so 
we  encourage  you  all  to  attend  and  talk  to  us  with  your  questions  at 
that  time  as  well. 

Melvin  R.  Ramey  (University  of  California,  Davis):  What  is  the 
thinking  that  goes  with  the  enlisted  personnel  in  our  armed  forces 
who  participate  in  athletics? 

Mr.  Sessoms:  It’s  our  expectation  that  the  armed  forces  would  be 
exempt. 

Gerald  Beer  (California  State  University,  Los  Angeles):  What’s 
wrong  with  the  idea  of  the  clearinghouse  making  a  determination  of 
seasons  of  competition  since  this  is  an  initial-eligibility  matter? 

Ms.  Dehon:  I  think  it’s  a  resource  issue  of  the  individuals  who 
need  to  be  involved  in  doing  that.  One  of  the  other  components  in  de¬ 
termining  whether  a  prospect  has  been  involved  in  organized  compe¬ 
tition  prior  to  initial  enrollment  is  putting  it  back  on  the  prospect  in 
the  international  student-athlete  statement.  The  project  team  has 
talked  about  putting  some  new  questions  in  there  for  the  athletes  to 
answer  and  also  making  it  clear  that  they  have  to  answer  truthfully. 

It  could  be  subject  to  Bylaw  10.3 — unethical  conduct — should  they 
provide  misinformation. 

Also,  we  could  ask  them  to  provide  more  information  in  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  statement  so  when  they  sign  that  they  are  informed  that 
they  need  to  provide  that  information  to  their  institution.  If  they  are 
an  international  student-athlete,  we’ve  also  discussed  the  possibility 
of  someone  outside  of  the  athletics  department  sitting  down  with  that 
individual  and  discussing  the  statement  with  them  so  there  is  no 
question  about  terms  that  are  used  and  no  confusion  in  what  we  un¬ 
derstand  a  word  to  mean  or  what  they  may  understand  a  word  to 
mean  within  their  system.  So  there  are  some  other  ways  that  we  can 
do  that.  Actually,  the  project  team  has  not  discussed  whether  a  clear¬ 
inghouse  would  be  feasible,  although  it  would  be  extremely  nice  if 
that  could  happen.  Right  now  it  would  be  nice, 

Mr.  Sessoms:  Thank  you  very  much. 
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CLOSING  REMARKS 

Clint  Bryant  (Augusta  State  University):  Let’s  give  the  project 
team  a  hand.  (Applause.) 

Thank  you  for  your  attendance  and  participation.  I  would  also 
like  to  thank  all  of  the  guest  speakers  and  the  panels.  Thank  you 
very  much. 
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rections  to  some  of  the  Division  II  proposals.  These  are  technical 
revisions  that  do  not  alter  the  original  intent  of  the  sponsors. 
One  of  the  official  procedures  that  we  must  dispense  with  is  the  need 
to  adopt  the  Convention  Notice  and  the  Convention  Program  before 
the  beginning  of  our  business.  If  we  vote  to  accept  the  Convention 
Notice  and  Program,  we  will  vote  on  the  proposals  in  the  order  in 
which  they  appear  in  these  publications.  If  you  wish  to  move  to 
reorder  a  proposal,  now  is  the  time  to  do  so.  I  also  want  to  point  out 
that  by  adopting  the  Official  Notice,  you  are  adopting  the  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  the  interpretations  described  in  Appendix  B,  the  noncontro- 
versial  amendments  in  Appendix  C  and  the  intent-based  amend¬ 
ments  in  Appendix  E.  These  interpretations  and  amendments  all 
have  been  approved  by  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Council.  We  will  not  discuss  any  of  them  individually  unless  you 
move  to  do  so.  I  would  now  ask  for  a  motion  to  adopt  the  Official 
Notice  and  the  printed  program  of  this  Convention  so  that  we  may 
proceed  with  our  work.  Is  there  a  second? 

LThe  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.) 

[Note:  Convention  voting  procedures  were  explained.] 

PRESIDENTS  COUNCIL  REPORT 

Now  moving  on,  I’d  like  to  give  you  a  report  at  this  time  for  the 
Division  II  Presidents  Council.  I  would  like  to  take  a  few  minutes  to 
summarize  these  in  the  essence  of  time.  This  report  is  only  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  Presidents  Council  action;  however,  The  NCAA  News  pub¬ 
lishes  the  actual  minutes  of  each  Presidents  Council  meeting,  thus 
informing  you  in  a  timely  fashion  of  all  Presidents  Council  actions. 
Those  minutes  appeared  in  the  following  issues  of  the  News:  on 
March  29,  July  5,  October  11,  and  December  20. 

When  considering  the  Presidents  Council’s  major  involvement  in 
1999,  I  would  like  to  highlight  a  few  of  our  major  accomplishments. 
The  Presidents  Council  has  overseen  the  implementation  of  the 
Division  II  strategic  plan.  Constitution  4.3.2  specifies  that  the 
Division  II  Presidents  Council  has  responsibility  for  establishing  a 
strategic  plan  for  Division  II.  At  last  year’s  Convention,  the 
Presidents  Council  highlighted  results  from  a  Division  II  survey 
regarding  major  issues  facing  our  membership,  and  the  Presidents 
Council  pointed  out  the  priorities  that  were  identified  by  Division  II 
chief  executive  officers  and  Division  II  athletics  administrators.  The 
Presidents  Council  was  struck  by  how  similar  these  priorities  were 
for  both  groups. 

From  these  survey  results,  a  Division  II  strategic  plan  was  devel¬ 
oped.  In  November,  the  final  version  of  the  strategic  plan  was  mailed 
to  the  Division  II  membership.  In  a  few  minutes,  we  will  receive  a 
report  from  Don  Lubbers,  chair  of  the  Strategic  Planning  Project  Team. 

In  1999,  the  Presidents  Council  approved  a  unique  initiative  to 
enhance  diversity  in  the  Division  II  membership.  A  strategic  alliance 
matching-grant  program  has  been  implemented,  and  the  Presidents 
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Council  has  committed  $750,000  over  the  next  three  years  to  finance 
institutional  programs  that  are  designed  to  enhance  diversity.  Grant 
applications  are  due  February  6,  and  I  encourage  every  Division  II 
school  and  conference  to  seriously  consider  this  program. 

In  1999,  the  Presidents  Council  approved  a  plan  to  begin  consid¬ 
eration  of  bracket  expansion  for  several  Division  II  individual  and 
team  championships.  Championships  enhancement  is  a  priority  area 
for  division  budget  decisions,  and  the  Management  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Council  anxiously  await  specific  bracket  and  field  size  rec¬ 
ommendations  from  the  Championship  Committee  this  spring. 

In  1999,  the  Presidents  Council  managed  the  division  budget  in 
a  way  that  has  resulted  in  $1.5  million  of  reserve  for  Division  II  and 
$3  million  of  surplus  money.  This  spring,  the  Division  II  Budget  and 
Finance  Committee  will  consider  how  the  current  and  projected  sur¬ 
plus  money  should  be  used  in  Division  II.  This  discussion  becomes 
even  more  crucial  considering  the  Division’s  guaranteed  allocation 
from  the  NCAA’s  new  $6  billion  television  deal  with  CBS. 

In  a  few  minutes,  we  will  receive  a  report  from  the  Division  II 
Budget  and  Finance  Committee.  Much  of  the  Presidents  Council’s 
time  each  year  is  spent  reviewing  specific  recommendations  from 
NCAA  committees  and  managing  the  division  affairs  between 
Conventions.  Those  matters  are  all  reflected  in  the  printed  minutes 
that  I  referenced  previously  If  there  are  issues  regarding  actions 
taken  by  the  Presidents  Council  this  year,  I  will  be  happy  to  entertain 
any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Seeing  no  questions,  that  concludes  the  report  from  the 
Presidents  Council  for  1999.  At  this  time,  I’m  going  to  ask  Don 
Lubbers  to  come  to  the  microphone  to  give  the  delegates  a  brief  report 
on  the  Division  II  Strategic  Plan. 

STRATEGIC  PLAN  REPORT 

Arend  Lubbers  (Grand  Valley  State  University):  The  Division 
II  Strategic  Plan  is  a  document  that  will  guide  the  leaders  of  Division 
II  during  the  next  three  years.  You  should  have  received  a  copy  of  the 
strategic  plan  in  November.  This  morning,  copies  of  the  goals  and  pri¬ 
orities  as  set  forth  in  the  plan  were  distributed  in  each  row. 

As  additional  resources  become  available  for  our  membership, 
the  plan  becomes  critical  in  the  development  and  long-range  success 
for  Division  II.  The  plan  took  over  one  year  to  create  and  at  every 
stage  and  with  each  draft  of  the  plan,  the  membership  was  consulted 
to  ensure  that  the  goals  and  priorities  are  consistent  with  the 
Division  II  philosophy.  It  was  quite  striking  to  see  almost  consensus 
agreement  m  the  priorities. 

Division  II  has  identified  the  following  10  priorities  and  objec¬ 
tives  to  focus  on  over  the  next  three  years;  student-athlete  welfare; 
championships;  Division  II  finances;  deregulation;  Division  II  identi¬ 
ty;  rules  compliance;  diversity;  enhancing  the  role  of  the  FAR  and  the 
SWA  in  Division  II;  amateurism;  and  technology  and  communication. 


Over  the  past  year,  Division  II  has  accomplished  many  of  its 
strategic  initiatives.  Let  me  mention  a  couple  of  these  accomplish¬ 
ments:  11  legislative  proposals  to  deregulate  Bylaws  11  and  13  will 
be  considered  by  the  Division  II  membership  later  today;  two,  a 
strategic  alliance  matching  enhancement  program  has  been  created 
to  enhance  gender  and  ethnic  diversity  in  Division  II  and  $250,000 
has  been  allocated  for  year  one  of  this  program. 

As  we  move  into  the  new  year,  here  are  some  initiatives  Division 
II  will  focus  on.  In  the  area  of  student-athlete  welfare,  the  Division 
II  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council  will  implement  the 
enhanced  championship  mementos  program  for  Division  II  student- 
athletes  and  further  review  initiatives  to  enhance  the  Division  II  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  championship  experience.  We’ll  also  develop  a  plan  to 
enhance  the  effectiveness  of  the  institutional  and  conference  student- 
athlete  advisory  committees  in  Division  II;  consider  whether  changes 
to  Division  II  initial-eligibility  standards  are  necessary;  in  the  area  of 
championships,  the  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council 
will  consider  bracket  and  field  size  expansion  in  certain  individual 
and  team  sports — foremost,  volleyball,  track,  wrestling  and  lacrosse. 

The  financial  picture  in  Division  II  is  bright.  During  the  next 
year,  the  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council  will  consider 
ways  to  use  unallocated  Division  II  funds  that  currently  exceed  $3 
million.  Well  also  develop  a  plan  to  prioritize  strategic  initiatives  as 
Division  II  projects  its  revenue  share  from  the  new  CBS  basketball 
contract  and  analyze  the  costs  associated  with  operating  Division  II 
athletics  programs  and  look  for  ways  to  help  schools  save  money. 

Division  II  will  continue  its  efforts  in  the  area  of  deregulation. 
This  year,  look  for  proposed  legislation  to  deregulate  Bylaw  15  at  the 
2001  Convention.  In  the  summer  of  2000,  Division  II  will  conduct  a 
summit  to  consider  the  deregulation  of  Bylaw  17.  As  the  NCAA  pub¬ 
lic  affairs  staff  prepares  the  NCAA  public  relations  plan,  Division  II 
will  work  with  the  staff  to  develop  specific  key  messages  about 
Division  II  to  incorporate  into  the  plan.  I  think  we  all  feel  that  the 
NCAA  is  so  often  identified  with  Division  I  that  the  rest  of  us  get  lost, 
and  we  would  like  to  remedy  that. 

In  the  area  of  rules  compliance,  the  main  priorities  in  2000  are  to 
review  and  implement  the  Compliance  Review  Project  Team’s  plan  to 
develop  Division  II  specific  compliance  tools  and  resources.  This  would 
be  the  first  time  compliance  services  have  been  developed  to  address 
the  compliance  needs  unique  to  Division  II  institutions.  The  Division 
II  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council  will  also  focus  on  ways 
to  increase  Division  II’s  use  of  current  NCAA  compliance  services. 

Diversity  continues  to  be  a  priority  in  our  division.  As  the 
Strategic  Alliance  Matching  Enhancement  Grant  Program  begins  to 
address  diversity  at  the  institutional  and  conference  level,  Division  II 
will  begin  to  look  at  alternatives  and  initiatives  that  will  enhance 
diversity  within  the  Division  II  governance  structure. 

Another  priority  in  2000  is  enhancing  the  role  of  the  FAR  and  the 
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SWA.  In  2000,  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council  and  Management 
Council  will  review  action  plans  submitted  by  the  Committee  on 
Women’s  Athletics  and  Faculty  Athletics  Representatives  Association 
to  enhance  the  SWA  and  the  FAR  positions  in  Division  II. 

In  2000,  we  will  continue  to  review  the  amateurism  issue.  The 
Division  II  Amateurism  Project  Team  will  continue  to  educate  the 
Division  II  membership  concerning  Division  II  amateurism  issues. 
Also,  the  Division  II  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council 
will  consider  possible  legislation  at  the  2001  Convention  that  would 
modify  current  Division  II  amateurism  rules. 

Finally,  in  the  area  of  technology  and  communications,  Division  II 
will  appoint  a  staff  project  team  to  assess  the  Division  II  member¬ 
ship’s  current  technological  and  communication  capabilities  and 
gather  suggestions  regarding  Division  II  technology  and  communica¬ 
tion  enhancements. 

As  you  can  tell,  we  have  a  full  agenda  for  the  upcoming  year. 
However,  we  know  that  our  work  does  not  stop  in  2000.  In  the  dis^ 
tant  future,  the  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council  will 
also  review  the  current  Division  II  transfer  and  continuing-eligibili¬ 
ty  requirements  to  determine  if  changes  should  be  proposed.  We  will 
create  models  to  assist  in  promoting  the  academic  success  of  Division 
II  student-athletes,  and  we  will  also  consider  establishing  a  market¬ 
ing  and  promotions  plan  for  Division  II  championships. 

The  Division  II  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council 
welcome  your  feedback  concerning  the  direction  of  Division  II  and  we 
encourage  you  to  contact  Mike  Racy  or  Jan  Brown  at  the  national 
office  with  your  comments.  That  concludes  my  report.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Thank  you  very  much,  Don.  I’d  just  like 
to  take  a  moment  to  compliment  Don  for  his  leadership  in  guiding  the 
strategic  planning  committee  in  consultation  with  Asa  Green,  as  well 
as  an  able  NCAA  staffin  Division  II  that  was  able  to  really  articulate 
and  understand  what  we  were  trying  to  say  and  make  some  sense  out 
of  it.  So  Mike  and  Jan,  I  want  to  thank  you  so  much  for  your  leader¬ 
ship  in  bringing  this  together.  Give  them  a  round  of  applause,  please. 
(Applause) 

I  would  like  to  ask  Clint  Bryant,  director  of  athletics  at  Augusta 
State  University  and  chair  of  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  to 
give  a  report  on  the  work  of  the  Division  II  Management  Council.  To 
members  of  the  Management  Council,  you  need  to  know  that  Clint, 
on  behalf  of  the  Division  II  membership  is  very,  very  effective  in  his 
leadership  of  bringing  concerns  for  the  Management  Council  effec¬ 
tively  to  the  Presidents  Council.  He  can  be  very  persuasive  in  repre¬ 
senting  your  views. 

MANAGEMENT  COUNCIL  REPORT 

Clint  Bryant  (Augusta  State  University):  Thank  you,  Chancellor 
Johnson.  As  chair  of  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  I’m 
pleased  to  stand  before  the  delegates  this  morning  to  highlight,  and 
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even  brag  about,  the  1999  accomplishments  of  the  Division  II 
Management  Council. 

Before  I  take  a  few  minutes  to  highlight  some  of  the  major  issues 
that  the  Management  Council  reviewed  this  past  year,  I  would  like 
to  recognize  some  very  special  people  in  Division  II.  First,  I  would 
like  to  recognize  everyone  who  chairs  a  Division  II  general  or  sports 
committee.  If  you  would  please  stand.  Join  me  in  recognizing  these 
people.  (Applause) 

I’d  like  to  give  special  recognition  to  Barb  Schroeder,  the  chair 
of  our  Championship  Committee;  Paul  Englemann,  the  chair  of  the 
Legislative  Committee;  Penny  Clayton,  chair  of  Membership;  Jim 
Fallis,  chair  of  Nominating;  Kevin  Listerman,  chair  of  our  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee;  Mary  Lisko.  from  Augusta  State 
University,  who  chairs  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee, 
Tony  Capon,  who  chairs  the  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement 
Committee;  and  Les  Brinson,  who  chairs  the  Committee  on 
Infractions. 

Secondly,  I  would  like  for  everyone  in  Division  II  who  serves  on 
an  Association-wide  committee  to  stand.  If  you  serve  on  any  of  these 
committees,  please  stand.  Join  me  in  showing  our  appreciation  to 
these  people.  (Applause.) 

I  would  like  to  give  special  recognition— they  didn’t  stand  when  I 
asked  them  to— to  our  Division  II  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee.  Stand  and  be  recognized.  These  kids  do  a  great  job.  Unbeliev- 
able.  (Applause) 

Hnaliy,  I  would  like  to  recognize  a  very  special  Division  II  stu¬ 
dent-athlete.  As  many  of  you  know.  Division  II  was  honored  at  the 
NCAA  Woman  of  the  Year  awards  ceremony  this  past  fall  when  a 
Division  II  student-athlete  from  the  University  of  California,  Davis, 
received  the  highest  honor  that  the  NCAA  gives  to  a  female  student- 
athlete.  Jamila  Demby  has  been  on  the  honor  roll  for  UC  Davis  from 
1995  to  1999  and  was  the  1995-96  recipient  of  the  Bloss  Scholarship. 
Jamila  was  an  indoor  track  and  field  all-American  in  1998  and  ’99; 
and  in  the  outdoor  track  and  field,  she  received  all-American  status 
in  1996  through  99.  She  also  took  home  the  university  women  track 
and  field  most-inspirational  award  both  in  ’96  and  in  ’99.  My  intro¬ 
duction  does  not  begin  to  capture  the  spirit  of  this  special  student- 
athlete.  We  have  a  short  video  to  present  that  was  created  following 
the  awards  ceremony,  so  sit  back  and  enjoy. 

[Note:  The  video  was  played.] 

Mr.  Bryant:  Quickly,  let  me  highlight  some  of  the  major  accom¬ 
plishments  with  the  Management  Council  in  1999. 

As  Chancellor  Johnston  said,  the  Division  II  Management 
Council  minutes  can  be  found  in  the  following  issues  of  the  News 
March  29,  July  5,  October  11  and  December  20. 

As  you  have  heard,  Division  II  now  has  a  three-year  strategic 
plan.  The  Management  Council  worked  with  the  Strategic  Planning 
and  Project  Team  and  the  Presidents  Council  to  develop  a  plan  that 
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focused  on  issues  important  to  the  Division  II  membership.  I  am 
pleased  with  the  way  that  this  project  has  turned  out. 

Regarding  the  diversity  grant,  the  Division  II  Management 
Council  has  worked  with  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council  to  devel¬ 
op  a  grant  program  to  enhance  diversity  representation  in  the 
Division  II  membership. 

Division  II  has  to  take  a  bold  step  in  this  approach  to  address  the 
diversity  issue.  The  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council 
are  committed  to  this  approach  and  the  other  two  divisions  are  mon¬ 
itoring  our  success.  I  encourage  you  to  take  advantage  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  by  the  February  6  deadline.  You  remember  at  last  year’s 
Convention,  wc  put  together  a  resolution  in  the  Division  II  member¬ 
ship  that  adopted  these  ideas.  Last  fall,  the  Management  Council 
gathered  the  chairs  of  the  Division  II  general  committees  to  meet 
with  the  chair  and  vice-chair  of  the  Management  Council.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  meeting  was  to  review  the  division’s  first  two  years  of 
operation  in  the  new  federated  governance  structure. 

The  group  was  asked  to  review  the  governance  and  legislative 
process  as  currently  structured  and  to  consider  whether  any  changes 
are  necessary.  Specific  recommendations  will  be  reviewed  this 
spring,  and  it  is  possible  that  legislation  may  be  presented  for  the 
membership  to  consider  at  next  year’s  Convention. 

The  Division  II  Management  Council  has  established  a  project 
team  that  is  reviewing  the  current  tools  and  resources  that  are  used 
for  Division  II  compliance  reviews.  The  project  team  has  been  asked 
to  consider  revising  the  compliance  review  process  so  that  issues 
unique  to  Division  II  institutions  can  be  adequately  addressed.  This 
is  another  area  of  regulation  where  Division  II  has  taken  the  lead. 

The  Management  Council  considered  numerous  deregulation 
proposals  last  summer  for  the  Division  II  legislative  committee  and 
agreed  to  bring  forth  11  proposals  to  the  Presidents  Council  to  spon¬ 
sor  for  membership  consideration.  We  will  consider  these  proposals 
with  other  legislation  in  the  president’s  grouping.  These  proposals 
will  be  used  as  a  barometer  of  the  division’s  commitment  to  making 
Division  II  rules  more  consistent  with  our  philosophy.  Our  efforts  are 
being  monitored  closely  by  the  other  divisions.  There  are  a  lot  of  cyn¬ 
ics  out  there  who  say  deregulation  will  never  happen.  1  disagree.  I 
have  faith  that  the  Division  II  membership  is  ready  to  deregulate, 
and  I  encourage  your  support  when  these  proposals  are  considered 
later  today. 

It  is  my  pleasure  now  to  introduce  Paul  Englemann,  chair  of  the 
Division  II  Legislative  Committee,  to  give  a  deregulation  update. 

DEREGULATION  REPORT 

Paul  H.  Englemann  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  Good 
morning.  My  task  is  to  provide  a  brief  update  of  Division  II  deregu¬ 
lation  efforts.  The  deregulation  project,  as  you  know,  was  established 
as  a  priority  for  the  Division  II  membership  by  the  Presidents 
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Council.  It  has  now  been  incorporated  into  the  Division  II  strategic 
plan  that  was  recently  distributed  to  the  membership.  You  are  see¬ 
ing  the  finished  product  of  the  first  phase  of  that  project  today  in  the 
form  of  proposed  amendments  to  Bylaws  11  and  13. 

The  committee  recently  completed  work  on  initial  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  deregulate  Bylaw  15 — financial  aid.  These  concepts  were 
reviewed  by  the  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council  at  the 
pre-Convention  meetings.  Work  will  begin  this  summer  on  discus¬ 
sions  of  concepts  to  deregulate  the  playing  and  practice  season  legis¬ 
lation  in  Bylaw  17. 

The  committee  has  focused  on  three  goals  as  it  worked  its  way 
through  these  first  two  years  of  deregulation.  I  would  like  to  briefly, 
share  those  goals  with  you. 

First,  simplify  the  application  and  understanding  of  Division  II 
legislation.  Second,  reduce  the  amount  of  legislation  included  in  the 
Division  II  Manual  by  eliminating  legislation  that  is  not  consistent 
with  the  Division  II  philosophy  or  not  necessary  in  Division  II.  We 
want  a  more  user-friendly  Manual.  Third,  simplify  and/or  reduce  the 
monitoring  activities  that  are  necessary  due  to  current  legislation. 

In  keeping  with  these  goals,  there  are  11  proposals  before  you 
today  that  significantly  deregulate  personnel  and  recruiting  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  committee  hopes  that  you  share  in  our  belief  that  today  is 
a  landmark  day  in  Division  II,  The  deregulation  effort  makes  this  the 
most  significant  legislative  session  since  restructuring  legislation 
was  considered  in  Dallas  in  1996.  Today,  we  can  clearly  demonstrate 
our  belief  in  legislative  autonomy  and  at  the  same  time  lead  the 
Association  as  a  whole  in  deregulating  the  NCAA  Manual. 

Furthermore,  deregulation  provides  an  opportunity  to  minimize 
legal  risk  by  eliminating  rules  that  arguably  place  the  NCAA  in  a 
vulnerable  legal  position.  There  is  legislation  currently  in  Division  11 
that  fits  this  description  that  you  will  today  have  the  opportunity  to 
eliminate. 

With  that  said,  the  committee  believes  there  is  a  rule  of  thumb 
that  sums  up  the  deregulation  philosophy,  and  we  hope  that  you  will 
keep  this  in  mind  when  voting  on  deregulation  proposals  today  and 
in  future  years.  It  was  perhaps  best  stated  by  John  Hogan,  the  fac¬ 
ulty  athletics  representative  at  the  Colorado  School  of  Mines,  at  a 
recent  FARA  meeting.  When  hearing  of  the  “dereg”  proposals,  John 
said:  “It’s  time  for  Division  II  to  limit  its  legislation  to  rules  that 
apply  to  99  percent  of  the  Division  II  membership  instead  of  having 
legislation  that  exists  to  close  loopholes  for  1  percent  of  the  member¬ 
ship.”  We  could  not  have  said  it  better. 

This  past  July,  the  second  deregulation  summit  was  held  to  dis¬ 
cuss  financial  aid  legislation.  Participants  represented  the  Division 
II  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  the  Faculty  Athletics 
Representative  Association,  the  National  Association  of  Collegiate 
Directors  of  Athletics,  National  Association  of  Athletics  Compliance 
Coordinators,  National  Association  of  Student  Financial  Aid 
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Administrators,  and  the  Division  II  Collegiate  Commissioners 

*  Association.  In  November,  the  committee  met,  and  using  input  from 
the  summit,  discussed  several  concepts  for  Bylaw  15  deregulation.  I 

y  would  like  to  briefly  share  these  with  you: 

?  1.  Eliminate  restrictions  on  some  athletically  related  Financial 

aid.  We  believe  that  this  can  be  sufficiently  entrusted  to  institution¬ 
al  policy  and  discretion. 

,  2.  Eliminate  restrictions  regarding  on-campus  and  off-campus 

employment;  however,  please  recall  the  provisions  of  Bylaw  12.4.1 
f  will  continue  to  control  the  amount  of  money  earned  and  work  actu- 
•  ally  performed  with  regard  to  all  student-athlete  employment, 
f  •;  3.  Redefine  the  10-semester  limitation  on  athletically  related  aid. 

V*  4.  Revise  restrictions  on  aid  when  the  student-athlete  is  a  profes- 

j,  sional  in  another  sport. 

;/  5.  Eliminate  the  employee-dependent  tuition  benefit  and  supple¬ 

st  •  ’  mental  educational  opportunities  grant  as  countable  aid. 

6.  Revise  the  definition  and  application  of  academic  honor  awards 
^ .  and  honorary  academic  awards. 

7.  Revise  the  definition  of  a  “countable.”  A  “countable  status” 

*  would  be  determined  primarily  by  the  receipt  of  athletically  related 
aid  and  would  allow  recruited  and  nonrecruited  student-athletes  to 
be  treated  consistently. 

8.  Revise  the  countable  status  of  a  student-athlete  who  sustains 
a  career-ending  injury  or  illness  during  the  first  term  of  an  academ¬ 
ic  year. 

Please  understand  that  these  concepts  are  still  in  the  discussion 
phase,  and  we  still  invite  and  encourage  your  input  on  these. 
Discussion  on  these  and  other  ideas  will  continue  throughout  the 
spring  and  will  be  before  you  in  legislative  form  next  January  in 
Orlando.  Please  take  time  to  complete  the  deregulation  suggestion 
sheets.  All  of  you  have  one,  if  you  want  more,  they  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  you.  They  are  on  your  table,  forward  them  to  the  national 
office.  They  can  be  related  to  Bylaw  15  or  any  of  the  other  bylaws 
that  we  are  going  to  he  dealing  with  in  the  future.  The  committee 
sincerely  needs  and  wants  your  input. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  thank  my  colleagues  who  serve  on  the 
Legislation  Committee  and  recognize  them  for  their  hard  work  and 
dedication  on  this  project  m  addition  to  their  regular  efforts  in  con¬ 
ducting  the  business  of  the  committee.  Would  you  please  stand  and 
be  recognized?  Thank  you. 

In  particular.  I’d  like  to  recognize  Leon  Kerry.  Leon  did  an  abso¬ 
lutely  outstanding  job  in  serving  as  the  chair  for  our  initial  meeting 
on  deregulation  through  this  last  August.  Leon,  thank  you.  Also,  Will 
Shaw.  Will  has  just  completed  his  term  on  our  committee.  Will,  we 
are  going  to  miss  your  contributions,  and  we  certainly  appreciate  all 
you  have  done  for  us,  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Bryant:  Thank  you,  Paul,  for  that  great  report.  Just  very 
briefly,  I’d  like  to  sum  up  the  year.  This  has  been  one  heck  of  a  ride 
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ilm\Pr0b\bly  thr  T10*1  satisfVing  I’ve  ever  done  profession¬ 
ally  is  being  chair  of  the  Management  Council,  and  I  look  forward  to 
tne  next  year. 

.  0  P’V'SI0lln  ,has  met  the  restructuring  and  the  federated  process 

mmmhLT  f  Tng  enjhusiasm  and  access.  Our  presidents  are 
committed  to  leading  and  accepting  their  role,  as  evidenced  in  their 

lJCr  r  at.this  Convention.  For  example,  yesterday,  we  had 
close  to  70  presidents  at  our  CEO  luncheon;  18  presidents  everv 
pres, dent  of  the  Gulf  South  Conference,  are  present  atThis 
Convention.  That  s  great. 

On  a  personal  note,  my  president,  William  A.  Bloodworth  has 
been  at  Augusta  State  University  six  years.  He’s  never  missed  a  Con¬ 
vention,  and  Id  like  to  tell  him  how  much  I  appreciate  that  publicly. 

I  listened  yesterday,  as  I’m  sure  you  did,  very  intently  to 
resident  Dempsey’s  State  of  the  Association  address.  I  couldn’t 

afwe  TtorTh  ,S  f°r®fight’  direction  and  “urse  of  the  Association 
as  we  enter  the  new  millennium,  a  new  century.  I  don’t  know  about 

fs°with  nhareISlP  I16  may  have  been  Preaching  to  the  choir.  It 

is  with  great  pride  that  I  recognize  that  Division  II  has  taken  the 

res^nf  thC1AS  the  ^.ssoc\at,a"  head-on  as  we  become  a  model  for  the 

rest  of  the  Association.  We  have  begun  the  process  to  deregulate  and 
we’ll  get  on  with  that  later  on  in  the  day.  regu  ,  and 

We  talked  yesterday  about  diversification.  But  I  stand  here  in 
front  of  you  knowing  that  we  are  the  only  division  in  which  a  person 

Council.  ’  b0th  ‘he  Fr‘Sidmt‘  “»•  *e  ManagoS 

Amateurism  issue  under  the  fine  leadership  of  Allen  Sessoms-  I 
thought  I  was  looking  at  Mark  McGwire  and  Sammy  Sosa  S,! 
day-they  were  hitting  home  runs  all  over  the  place.  I  would  like  for 

Divisbn'f^We0  ^7^  ^  haS  a,read*  left  ^attont 

Division  II.  We  stand  here  as  living  proof  of  what  can  be  done  in  this 
Association  if  you  actually  and  truly  are  committed  to  the  vision 

the  train  day’  ^  l®,  PassenSers  waiting  to  board  or  load 

the  tram  but  sitting  comfortably  on  the  train.  I  would  suggest  Mr 

ltoeeS,theant  D  3t  °iV  ?°n  11  St3nds  here  toda-V  ^  architects  of  the  rad 

driving  th?traS,0n  w,S  eng,neerus  of  the  system;  that  Division  II  is 
ing  the  tram.  We  may  not  be  providing  the  resources  but  it’s 

apparent  that  we  are  providing  the  leadership.  Chancellor  Johnston 
that  ends  my  report.  Thank  you.  n, 

rj  r^s;  styles  Johnston:  Thank  you  very  much,  Clint.  At  this  time 
Id  like  to  ask  Don  Lubbers  again  to  come  back  to  the  podium  and  give 
you  a  report  from  the  Budget  and  Finance  Committee. 

BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  COMMITTEE  REPORT 

n  jfre,ld  Lubbers  (Grand  Valley  State  University):  Thank  you 
Gladys  These  are  going  to  be  momentous  months  fot  the  Division  II 
Budgrt  C°mm.tt8e.  J  would  like  to  introduce  the  members  of  the 
committee  and  ask  them  to  stand  when  I  call  their  name  so  that  you 
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can  see  them.  Vm  sure  there  are  many  of  you  who  have  strong  opin¬ 
ions  and  ideas  and  these  are  the  people  to  whom  you  should  commu¬ 
nicate  them.  Clint  Bryant  who  was  just  here,  Augusta  State 
University;  Charles  Dunn,  Henderson  State  University;  Bernard 
Franklin,  Virginia  Union  University;  G.  Jean  Cerra,  Barry 
University;  Jerry  Hughes,  Central  Missouri  State  University; 
Marvalene  Hughes,  California  State  University,  Stanislaus;  Gladys 
Styles  Johnston,  University  of  Nebraska  at  Kearney;  and  Barbara  J. 
Schroeder,  Regis  University  in  Colorado.  I  believe  you  have  some 
handouts,  I  refer  you  to  them  and  to  the  transparency. 

Division  II  revenue  allocation  totaled  12,200,000  plus  dollars  for 
the  1998-99  fiscal  year;  $6.14  million  was  spent  for  Division  II  cham¬ 
pionships,  a  decrease  of  10  percent  for  $71 1,000  from  the  previous  year. 
The  decrease  is  mainly  attributed  to  a  decrease  in  travel  costs  for  var¬ 
ious  Division  II  championships,  specifically  the  Division  II  football 
championship  travel  decreased  by  $439,000.  So  at  least  we’re  begin¬ 
ning  to  get  a  handle  on  the  range  of  costs  for  championship  travel. 

A  total  of  $3  million  was  distributed  as  the  Division  II  enhance¬ 
ment  fund  to  the  Division  II  membership;  $730,000  was  contributed 
to  the  Division  II  membership  trust.  The  remaining  $2.3  million  was 
not  allocated  to  a  specific  Division  II  program  during  1998-99  and 
will  be  available  for  use  this  year  or  in  the  future. 

The  Division  II  membership  trust  has  accumulated  to  $1.3  mil¬ 
lion  over  the  past  two  years.  The  Budget  and  Finance  Committee  will 
be  discussing  these  funds  and  whether  a  target  amount  should  be  set 
for  this  membership  reserve.  We  will  be  discussing  this  at  our  March 
meeting.  The  Division  II  unallocated  funds  have  accumulated  to  $3,1 
million  over  the  past  two  years.  The  Division  II  Budget  and  Finance 
Committee  had  decided  during  the  1998-99  fiscal  year  that  it  will 
continue  to  be  conservative  in  regard  to  the  use  of  unallocated  funds 
to  ensure  that  Division  II  will  continue  its  strong  operations. 

However,  this  accumulation  of  unallocated  funds  over  the  past 
two  years  will  be  another  agenda  item  for  the  March  meeting  and  any 
recommendations  for  uses  of  these  funds  will  be  forwarded  to  the 
Division  II  Management  and  Presidents  Council,  that’s  why  this  is 
the  time  for  your  input. 

Presently,  the  unallocated  funds  are  used  to  support  any  Division 
II  championship  or  other  expenses  that  are  over-budget.  Division  II 
revenue,  as  you  can  see,  was  $12.7  million  and  the  division  expenses 
for  championships  was  $7.7  million  and  the  enhancement  fund  was 
$3  million.  We  have  the  diversity  matching  grant  program  and  we 
have  initiated  a  contingency  fund  of  $50,000.  We  never  had  a  con¬ 
tingency  fund  before;  it  was  always  complicated  to  find  the  money  for 
expenses  that  came  about  during  the  course  of  a  year. 

Then,  of  course,  5  percent  has  to  be  added  to  the  Division  II  mem¬ 
bership  trust  and  the  rest  to  unallocated  funds  that  would  be  added 
to  the  $3,1  million  surplus.  Because  future  additional  costs  are  diffi¬ 
cult  to  determine,  the  Division  II  Budget  and  Finance  Committee  will 


Division  II  Business  Session- 


173 


It 


•w 


■V 


continue  to  closely  monitor  the  cost  of  the  elimination  of  the  geo¬ 
graphic  proximity  policy.  An  amount  of  $300,000  was  added  to  the 
1999-00  budget  to  cover  the  approximate  costs  associated  with  the 
policy  change. 

The  policy  change  has  already  added  approximately  $37,000  of 
the  additional  travel  costs  to  the  1999  Division  II  volleyball  champi¬ 
onship.  It  will  be  very  important  to  examine  these  increased  expens¬ 
es  as  decisions  are  made  for  the  use  of  the  current  unallocated  funds 
and  projected  surplus. 

In  November,  the  NCAA  signed  a  new  11 -year  agreement  with 
CBS  for  rights  to  televise  the  Division  I  men’s  basketball  champi¬ 
onship,  other  championships  and  marketing  opportunities.  The  con¬ 
tract,  beginning  in  2002-03,  has  an  option  for  the  NCAA  to  renegoti¬ 
ate  after  eight  years  or  continue  through  fiscal  year  2013.  Division 
II  will  maintain  its  4.37  percent  budget  allocation,  which  will  result 
in  a  projected  23  percent  increase  in  revenue  for  2002-03. 

The  new  television  rights  agreement  accounts  for  20  percent  of 
that  increase  with  the  additional  3  percent  increase  coming  from 
other  revenue  projections.  These  projections  represent  an  increase  of 
revenue  for  Division  II  from  $14.5  million  in  2001-02  fiscal  year  to 
$17.9  million  in  2002-03,  a  jump  of  $3.4  million. 

With  this  increased  revenue,  Division  II  will  be  able  to  analyze 
future  requests  for  funding  of  Division  II  initiatives,  which  may 
include  championships  bracket  expansion,  programs  specifically 
designed  to  assist  with  student-athlete  welfare,  programs  designed  to 
assist  with  the  enhancement  of  diversity,  and  other  programs  in  the 
Division  II  strategic  plan. 

The  governance  structure  provides  us  many  opportunities  for 
Division  II  to  enrich  our  student-athletes  and  a  service  that  can  be 
provided  to  our  membership.  Presidents  feel  it  is  crucial  to  study  the 
issues  and  alternatives  so  that  Division  II  provides  prudent  steward¬ 
ship  of  its  resources. 

Feedback  regarding  this  presentation  or  any  Division  II  financial 
issues  is  welcome.  Contact  the  people  who  stood  up  or  any  of  the  staff 
members. 

As  I  look  to  this  next  few  months  of  analyzing  the  resources  and 
how  we  should  use  them,  I  think  it  will  be  important  for  us  to  predict 
the  number  of  institutions  and  conferences  that  will  be  joining 
Division  II  in  these  coming  years. 

Personally,  I  think  it  is  possible  to  predict  quite  accurately 
what  that  number  will  be,  and  then  having  made  those  predic¬ 
tions,  what  are  the  questions  that  must  be  asked.  First,  how  much 
money  to  institutions  directly?  How  much  to  conferences?  How 
much  to  Division  II  initiatives  that  are  in  the  strategic  plan?  How 
much  to  championships?  How  much  to  reserve  funds?  These  are 
the  issues  that  we  will  be  taking  up.  By  next  Convention,  I  hope 
that  we  as  a  division  can  establish  some  precedence  to  our  spend¬ 
ing,  and  that  we  will  establish  our  priorities  for  our  spending  and 
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move  into  this  century  in  an  enlightened  and  I  hope  enhanced  way 
Thank  you. 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Before  considering  Division  II  legislative 
proposals  today,  our  first  order  of  business  is  to  ratify  the  individuals 
who  were  selected  in  1999  to  fill  positions  of  the  Division  II 
Management  Council.  NCAA  Convention  Constitution  4.6.3. 1.2 
requires  all  Management  Council  selections  to  be  ratified  by  the 
Division  II  membership  at  the  NCAA  Convention.  This  ratification  is 
not  a  call  for  additional  nominations,  instead,  it  is  a  formal  accep¬ 
tance  of  the  members  of  the  Management  Council  as  adopted  by  the 
Presidents  Council.  A  chart  detailing  the  composition  of  the 
Management  Council  was  distributed  this  morning.  Can  I  have  a 
motion  for  ratification? 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.! 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

We  will  now  begin  our  voting  on  the  47  Division  II  proposals  stat¬ 
ed  on  page  2  in  the  Official  Notice.  Proposal  Nos.  2  through  12  are 
part  of  the  consent  package  that  is  intended  to  be  voted  on  as  a  group. 

The  Division  II  Presidents  Council  has  identified  Proposals 
Numbers  13  through  34  as  those  that  it  believes  are  of  particular 
interest  to  Division  II  chief  executive  officers  and  has  included  them 
in  the  Presidents  Council  grouping.  After  considering  the  Presidents 
Council  grouping,  we  will  consider  the  rest  of  the  legislation  begin¬ 
ning  with  Proposal  35.  These  proposals  will  be  considered  by  paddle 
vote.  Before  we  begin  the  actual  voting,  we  would  like  to  take  time  to 
review  the  voting  units  we  are  using  today.  I’m  going  to  go  over  some- 
procedures  with  you. 

[Note:  Voting  procedures  were  explained.] 

I’d  also  like  to  note  that  Proposal  No.  11-A  must  be  removed  from 
the  consent  package  and  it  will  be  considered  after  Proposal  23.  If 
Proposal  No.  23  is  adopted,  Proposal  No.  11-A  will  be  moot  and  thus 
it  won’t  be  necessary  to  conduct  a  vote.  I  recognize  the  individual  at 
microphone  two. 

Consent  Package 

James  W.  Watson  (West  Liberty  State  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Management  Council,  I  wish  to  move  the  adoption  of  the 
consent  package. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  I  move  that 
Proposals  8  and  9  be  pulled  for  separate  consideration. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Kelly  Higgins  (University  of  South  Dakota):  I  would  ask  that 
Proposal  No.  10  be  moved  for  separate  consideration. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  failed.] 

Ms*  Styles  Johnston:  I  see  no  one  else  at  the  microphone,  so  we 
are  ready  to  vote  on  the  original  motion,  which  was  to  move  Proposals 
3  through  12  as  a  group  as  a  part  of  the  consent  package,  except  for 
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11-A,  which  we  will  deal  with  later.  This  also  is  a  paddle  vote. 

[The  consent  package  was  approved.) 

We  are  now  ready  to  move  Proposals  13  through  34  that  make  up 
the  presidents  grouping.  We  must  first  vote  on  whether  to  establish 
immediate  effective  date  for  a  proposal  then  vote  on  the  proposal  as 
amended  to  include  an  immediate  effective  date. 

Yesterday,  the  Presidents  Council  decided  that  a  roll-call  vote  to 
adopt  an  immediate  effective  date  is  not  necessary.  We  will  consider 
the  effective  date  vote  by  paddle,  although  we  will  vote  on  the  final 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  13  by  roll-call  vote. 

Amendment  Process — Emergency  Legislation 

Mary  Lisko  (Augusta  State  University):  As  chair  of  the 
Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  move  for  the  immediate  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  Proposal  No.  13. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Following  the  Cureton  versus  NCAA  decision  of  early  last  year  it 
became  apparent  that  Division  II  did  not  have  the  means  to  prompt¬ 
ly  respond  to  or  comply  with  a  court  order  for  an  alternative  dispute 
resolution  (ADR)  or  a  government  order. 

Currency,  the  only  means  to  respond  to  such  a  situation  is 
through  the  annual  Convention  or  through  the  provision  of  a  special 
Convention.  Proposal  No.  13  will  remedy  the  situation  by  permitting 
the  Presidents  Council  to  adopt  emergency  legislation  in  situations 
when  the  NCAA  must  respond  to  or  comply  with  a  court  alternative 
dispute  resolution  or  government  order  or  when  the  Presidents 
Council  deems  it’s  necessary  to  limit  or  avoid  NCAA  liability  as  a 
result  of  litigation,  ADR  or  government  proceedings. 

,  Qdoi5t;ln£  such  legislation  will  require  a  three-fourths  majority  of 
the  Presidents  Council  present  and  voting.  Any  legislation  adopted 
under  this  emergency  provision  must  be  ratified  by  the  Division  II 
membership  at  the  next  regularly  scheduled  NCAA  Convention.  On 
behalf  of  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  urge  you  to  vote 
yes  for  Proposal  No.  13. 

(Assuniption  College):  Speaking  as  a  member  of 
the  Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  the  Convention  support 
this  proposal,  which  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council. 

This  proposal  would  allow  the  Presidents  Council  to  adopt  emer¬ 
gency  legis  ation  in  situations  that  Division  II  must  respond  to  or 
comply  with  a  court  or  government  order  or  when  the  Presidents 
Council  deems  it  appropriate  to  limit  or  to  avoid  liability  as  a  result 
of  litigation  involving  a  Division  II  rule.  Such  authority  is  very  lim¬ 
ited  in  its  scope  and  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents 
ouncil  recognize  the  responsibility  to  the  membership  if  it  is  ever 
necessary  to  take  such  action.  Speaking  for  the  Management 
Council,  we  urge  you  to  support  Proposal  No.  13. 

Jessica  S.  Kozloff  (Bloomsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania)-  I 
Coundiakmg  m  SUpp0rt  °f  Pr°P°sal  13  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents 


A  number  of  court  cases,  as  has  already  been  mentioned,  have 
taught  us  some  very  valuable  lessons  about  the  vulnerability  of  the 
NCAA  in  this  very  litigious— and  I  might  add  often  plaintiff- friendly 
legal — environment.  We  believe  it  is  vitally  important  that  we  have 
a  mechanism  to  avoid  liability  and  for  swift  action. 

I  want  to  stress,  however,  that  the  Presidents  Council  is  also  very 
sensitive  to  the  concern  that  this  power  might  be  abused,  and  there¬ 
fore  you  see  the  requirement  for  the  two-thirds  vote  by  the  Presidents 
Council  as  well  as  a  requirement  for  ratification  by  the  next 
Convention.  So  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  your  sup¬ 
port  for  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  13  (Page  A- 12)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Eligibility — Additional  Season  of  Competition  Waiver 

Carol  M.  Dunn  (California  State  University,  Los  Angeles):  On 
behalf  of  the  Division  II  Committee  on  Student-Athlete 
Reinstatement  as  well  as  the  NCAA  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  14. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  designed  to  provide  relief  to  the  ineligible  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  who  relies  on  the  irresponsible  action  of  a  coaching  staff 
member  to  enter  a  student-athlete  into  competition  when  the  coach¬ 
ing  staff  member  is  unsure  of  the  student-athlete’s  status  and  the 
student-athlete  is  subsequently  determined  to  be  ineligible. 

Generally,  it  is  a  coaching  staff  member  who  wrongfully  decides 
to  allow  a  student-athlete  to  participate  before  the  final  determina¬ 
tion  of  eligibility  has  been  made.  However,  it  is  the  student-athlete 
who  suffers  the  harsh  application  of  the  legislation.  The  committee 
proposes  to  provide  relief  when  warranted  to  a  student-athlete  in  this 
situation.  The  committee  notes  that  this  proposal  does  not  provide 
relief  for  the  student-athlete  who  knowingly  competes  while  ineligi¬ 
ble. 

Additionally,  the  institution  as  well  as  the  coaching  staff  member 
will  still  be  held  accountable  and  penalized  through  the  secondary 
infractions  process  for  allowing  an  ineligible  student-athlete  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  competition.  This  proposal  does  not  change  the  philosophy 
behind  the  current  criteria  of  the  season  of  competition  waiver,  but  it 
does  expand  the  circumstances  that  warrant  relief. 

The  Committee  on  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  and  the 
Presidents  Council  believe  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  is  a  reason¬ 
able  and  appropriate  accommodation  for  the  student-athlete  who  fol¬ 
lows  the  wrongful  instruction  of  a  coach  to  participate  in  competition. 
Thank  you. 

Albert  J.  Shannon  (Saint  Joseph’s  College,  Indiana):  As  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  you  to  support  this 
proposal  that  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council.  The  proposal  is 
designed  to  provide  relief  to  a  student-athlete  who  relies  erroneously 
upon  the  decision  of  a  coaching  staff  member  who  allows  the  student- 
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athlete  to  compete  even  though  final  certification  of  a  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  eligibility  has  not  occurred.  In  cases  like  this,  it  should  be  the 
institution  and  the  coach  that  are  penalized,  not  the  student-athlete. 

The  Presidents  Council  supports  this  proposal  as  a  way  to  further 
enhance  student-athlete  welfare  in  Division  II.  The  Presidents 
Council  urges  your  support  for  Proposal  14. 

f Proposal  No.  14  (Page  A-13)  was  adopted,  164-42-2.] 
Initial-Eligibility — Core-Curriculum  Requirements 

Diane  Husic  (East  Stroudsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
On  behalf  of  the  Core-Course  Review  Committee,  I  move  Proposal  15. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  current  legislation  that  defines  a  core  course  has  been  in 
place  for  over  15  years  and  does  not  provide  the  flexibility  to  address- 
integrated  and  interdisciplinary  curricula  used  in  many  high  schools. 
This  has  led  to  problems  in  school  systems  involving  innovative  edu¬ 
cational  approaches.  The  review  of  core-course  content  that  crosses 
traditional  disciplinary  boundaries  was  a  difficult  task  for  the  Core- 
Course  Review  Subcommittee. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  the  NCAA  Core-Course  Review 
Committee  has  engaged  in  an  ongoing  dialogue  with  academic  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  secondary  school  community.  This  proposal  is  an  out¬ 
growth  of  these  discussions  and  will  ensure  that  the  NCAA’s  core 
course  keeps  pace  with  reforms  in  secondary  education. 

The  proposed  changes  to  the  definition  provide  the  flexibility 
needed  to  appropriately  administer  the  core-course  review  process 
without  compromising  standards.  Consistent  with  the  direction  the 
committee  received  from  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  this  pro¬ 
posal  also  gives  high-school  principals  primary  responsibility  for 

x^AUAating  hi2h'sch°o1  core-course  offerings  in  relationship  to  the 
NCAA  core-curriculum  requirement. 

I  urge  you  to  support  the  adoption  of  Proposal  15.  Thank  you. 

AHen  Lee  Sessoms  (Queens  College,  New  York):  As  a  member  of 
the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  your  support  for  this  impor¬ 
tant  proposal  that  the  Presidents  Council  has  agreed  to  sponsor. 

The  Division  II  Presidents  Council  is  committed  to  giving  high- 
school  principals  primary  responsibility  for  evaluating  high-school 
courses  to  determine  if  innovative  educational  initiatives  are  prepar¬ 
ing  prospective  student-athletes  for  the  academic  challenges  of  col¬ 
lege. 

Relations  between  the  high-school  community  and  the  NCAA 
clearinghouse  have  improved  dramatically  during  the  past  few  years. 
This  proposal  is  another  example  of  the  NCAA  and  high-school  rep¬ 
resentatives  working  together  to  accomplish  the  same  goal — academ¬ 
ic  success.  For  these  reasons,  the  Presidents  Council  encourages  you 
to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal. 

Pamela  L.  Gill-Fisher  (University  of  California,  Davis):  As  a 
former  member  of  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  urge 
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your  support  for  this  proposal.  This  will  continue  our  efforts  to  open- 
relations  with  high-school  principals,  and  the  High-School 
Superintendents  Association,  and  it  will  take  the  NCAA  Academic 
Requirements  Committee  out  of  the  core-course  police  department.  I 
urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  15  (Page  A-14)  was  adopted.] 

Initial  Eligibility — Core-Curriculum  Requirements — 
Nontraditional  Courses 

Diane  Husic  (East  Stroudsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania): 
On  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Core-Course  Review  Committee,  I  move 
Proposal  16. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  NCAA  Core-Course  Review  Committee,  during  its  ongoing 
review  of  courses,  has  noted  a  significant  increase  in  the  number  of 
high-school  courses  taught  using  nontraditional  methods.  Current 
legislation  often  does  not  allow  these  courses  to  count  in  meeting  the 
Division  II  eligibility  standard,  even  though  in  many  cases  the  cours¬ 
es  are  of  significant  academic  rigor. 

When  the  NCAA  prohibition  against  independent  study  and  cor¬ 
respondence  courses  was  adopted  over  15  years  ago,  it  was  unlikely 
that  anyone  could  foresee  the  impact  of  technology  on  the  delivery  of 
education,  including  courses  taught  by  distance-education  technology 
via  the  Internet. 

Discussions  with  the  secondary  school  committee  led  to  develop¬ 
ment  of  clear  criteria  that  nontraditional  courses  must  meet  in  order 
to  be  acceptable  as  core  courses  for  initial-eligibility  purposes.  High- 
school  principals  must  also  attest  in  writing  that  a  course  meets 
these  requirements. 

In  discussing  this  proposal,  the  committee  believes  that  the  mem¬ 
bership  goal  of  academic  preparedness  of  student-athletes  will  not  be 
compromised  because  of  the  safeguards  that  are  included  in  the  pro¬ 
posal.  Thus,  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  16.  Thank  you. 

Allen  Lee  Sessoms  (Queens  College,  New  York):  I  again  rise  to 
urge  your  support  for  the  academic  proposal  that  is  being  sponsored 
by  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council. 

Times  change  and  so  do  the  methods  we  use  to  deliver  education. 
The  Presidents  Council  recognizes  the  need  to  accept  nontraditional 
classroom  instruction  as  a  way  of  preparing  prospective  student-ath¬ 
letes  for  the  academic  challenges  of  college. 

The  Presidents  Council  is  comfortable  with  the  safeguards  that 
the  committee  has  proposed;  therefore,  the  Presidents  Council 
encourages  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal. 

Mary  Lisko  (Augusta  State  University):  As  the  chair  of  the 
Division  II  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  also  urge  you  to 
support  Proposal  16.  Current  legislation  does  prohibit  the  use  of  the 
innovative  and  oftentimes  very  good  nontraditional  forms  of  instruc¬ 
tion  such  as  the  distance-learning  Internet  courses  or  courses  taught 
by  high-school  individualized  instruction. 


Division  II  Business  Session 


179 


The  high-school  agencies  that  have  been  referred  to  have  also 
provided  information  regarding  the  quality  and  types  of  programs » 
now  offered  on  the  Internet,  individualized  instruction  and  distance: 
learning. 

Based  on  the  information  that  the  Academic  Requirements 
Committee  has  seen,  and  also  based  on  the  safeguards  that  we' 
believe  are  in  place  with  the  proposed  legislation,  the  Academic  ] 
Requirements  Committee  believes  that  the  courses  offered  through 
nontraditional  delivery  methods  should  be  permissible  to  satisfy 
core-course  requirements. 

We  do  need  to  focus  on  the  academic  preparation  of  student-ath¬ 
letes  rather  than  on  the  method  of  delivery  of  that  preparation.  The 
committee  believes  this  legislative  change  is  consistent  with  the  cur¬ 
rent  trends  of  the  secondary  education  reform  movement  and  that 
the  prospective  student-athletes  who  have  enrolled  in  such  courses 
will  be  academically  prepared  to  succeed  at  a  four-year  collegiate 
institution. 

On  behalf  of  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  urge  you 
to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  No.  16. 

[Proposal  No.  16  (Page  A- 16)  was  adopted.] 

Satisfactory  Progress — 

International  Baccalaureate  Program  Examinations 

Mary  Lisko  (Augusta  State  University):  As  the  chair  of  the 
Division  II  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  17. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Current  legislation  permits  student-athletes  to  use  credit 
received  through  advance  placement  testing  or  through  credit  by 
examination  to  meet  minimum  satisfactory-progress  requirements 
provided  the  institution  offers  the  courses  and  awards  degree  credits 
in  the  subject  for  which  the  exam  is  an  alternative. 

Many  Division  II  institutions  are  now  beginning  to  use  the  exams 
offered  through  the  International  Baccalaureate  Program.  The  belief 
is  that  the  International  Baccalaureate  Program  is  a  legitimate  test¬ 
ing  program.  Furthermore,  students  must  demonstrate  mastery  of 
the  subject  matter  in  order  to  receive  acceptable  scores  on  these 
exams.  Student-athletes  should  be  permitted  to  use  credit  received 
through  the  International  Baccalaureate  Program  examinations  to 
meet  minimum  satisfactory-progress  requirements  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  they  received  credit  through  the  advanced-placement  testing 
program. 

On  behalf  of  the  Academic  Requirements  Committee,  I  urge  you 
to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  No.  17. 

Patricia  P.  Cormier  (Longwood  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal 
that  the  Presidents  Council  has  agreed  to  sponsor. 

Allowing  students  to  use  the  International  Baccalaureate 
Program  to  meet  minimum  satisfactory-progress  requirements  rec- 
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Cognizes  the  growing  usage  of  this  program  by  Division  II  institutions 
v'^and  puts  the  program  on  the  same  level  as  advanced  placement  tests. 
This  change  makes  sense  for  Division  II. 

-  ’  For  these  reasons,  the  Presidents  Council  encourages  you  to  vote 
'•'/  in  favor  of  this  proposal.  Thank  you. 

£. '  [Proposal  No.  17  (Page  A-17)  was  adopted.] 

..  Financial  Aid— Board  Allowance 

•/  Sharon  E.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania):  On 
>  ’  behalf  of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of 
Proposal  18. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  many  instances,  an  institution’s  maximum  board  allowance 
published  in  its  catalog  is  less  than  the  equivalent  of  three  meals  a  day. 

Often  institutions  contract  out  their  dining  services  to  outside 
'  entities  that  establish  meal  plans  based  on  surveys  showing  how 
'  many  meals  students  actually  eat.  The  plans  established  are  often 
;  fewer  than  a  7-day/21-meal  plan.  ...  . 

’  Student-athletes  attending  such  institutions  may  not  receive 
meals  sufficient  to  meet  the  nutritional  demands  of  their  participa¬ 
tion  in  intercollegiate  athletics.  This  proposal  would  address  those 
;.  needs  of  the  student-athlete  as  well  as  promote  competitive  equity  by 
V  ensuring  that  an  institution’s  meal  plan  is  not  used  as  a  recruiting 
tool  when  offering  a  prospect  financial  aid  that  covers  the  cost  of 
meals.  The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  for- 

f  this  proposal.  .  .  . 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Before  I  recognize  the  next  speaker,  id 
like  to  remind  you  that  an  official  interpretation  of  this  proposal  was 
distributed  this  morning  and  you  all  should  have  received  that 

Karen  Morse  (Western  Washington  University):  As  a  member  ol 
the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  the  members’  support  of 
Proposal  No.  18  that  the  Presidents  Council  is  sponsoring. 

The  Presidents  Council  supports  this  proposal  because  it 
enhances  student-athlete  welfare.  It  is  aimed  to  promote  competitive 

•  equity  The  Presidents  Council  reminds  the  membership  that  this  is 

*  permissive  legislation,  meaning  that  the  decision  to  cover  a  board 
allowance  for  student-athletes  at  a  higher  cost  than  other  students  is 

■  left  to  the  discretion  of  each  institution.  For  those  reasons,  the 
Presidents  Council  urges  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  18  (Page  A-18)  was  adopted,  167-34-4.] 

Housing  and  Meals — Vacation-Period  Expenses 

Willie  G.  Shaw  (Morehouse  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division 
II  Legislative  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  19. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

It  is  a  common  occurrence  for  an  institution’s  team  to  return  to 
campus  from  season-ending  competition  during  an  institution’s  vaca¬ 
tion  period.  Under  current  legislation,  it  is  not  permissive  for  the 
institution  to  provide  any  expenses  to  student-athletes  once  they 
arrive  back  on  campus  even  if  dormitories  and  dining  facilities  are 
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closed.  Although  the  current  legislation  does  allow  it  to  provide  trav¬ 
el  expenses  to  student-athletes  for  a  period  of  time  up  to  36  hours  fol¬ 
lowing  the  end  of  the  competition,  this  does  not  include  room  and 
board  expenses  once  student-athletes  have  returned  to  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  campus. 

This  proposal  would  provide  institutions  the  discretion  of  provid- 
vng  room  and  board  for  a  reasonable  period  of  time  in  these  instances. 
The  Division  II  Legislative  Committee  urges  your  support  for  this 
proposal. 

Karen  Morse  (Western  Washington  University):  As  a  member  of 
the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal 
No.  19  that  the  Presidents  Council  is  sponsoring. 

J'bc  Presidents  Council  supports  this  proposal  that  provides 
institutions  discretion  to  provide  room  and  board  expenses  to  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  returning  to  campus  during  vacations  following  games 
or  contests.  The  Presidents  Council  believes  that  Division  II  student- 
athlete  welfare  is  enhanced  with  the  adoption  of  this  proposal.  The 
Presidents  Council  encourages  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal 

[Proposal  No.  19  (Page  A-19)  was  adopted,  194-2-1.1 

Ms.  Styles  Johnson:  I  have  an  announcement  for  the  delegates 
regarding  Proposal  20.  Yesterday,  the  Presidents  Council  was  asked 
to  consider  adopting  an  amendment-to-amendment  to  include  men’s 
sports  in  the  proposal  that  accelerates  the  timetable  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  national  championships  for  emerging  women’s  sports. 

The  Presidents  Council  does  have  the  authority  at  this  meeting 
to  sponsor  amendments-to-amendments.  Unfortunately,  Constitu¬ 
tion  5.3. 1.4  limits  amendment  changes  to  modification  that  do  not 
increase  the  original  proposal.  An  amendment  to  include  men  would- 
increase  the  proposal  I  must  note  that  the  Presidents  Council 
remains  committed  to  Proposal  No.  20. 

The  Executive  Committee  has  asked  all  three  divisions  to  adopt 
j'—jp  legislation  as  a  result  of  a  gender  audit  that  shows  that  the 
NCAA  needs  to  sponsor  additional  championship  opportunities  for 
women.  Recent  litigation  aimed  at  making  the  NCAA  subject  to  Title 
IX  compliance  makes  the  legislation  changes  set  forth  in  Proposal  No. 
20  even  more  crucial  and  important  and  a  wise  proactive  decision  by 
the  membership  division. 

The  Presidents  Council  pledges  that  it  will  sponsor  legislation  at 
next  year’s  Convention  to  modify  the  sponsorship  requirement  for 
men’s  sports  from  two  years  to  one  year  as  well.  The  Presidents 
Council  does  not  believe  that  this  one-year  delay  will  have  any  nega¬ 
tive  implications  for  men’s  championship  since  there  are  currently  no 
emerging  sports  for  men  in  any  division.  With  that,  I  think  we  are 
ready  to  consider  Proposal  20. 

Women's  Championships — Sponsorship  Criteria— 

Minimum  Period 

Barbara  J.  Schroeder  (Regis  University,  Colorado):  On  behalf  of 
the  NCAA  Division  II  Championships  Committee,  I  move  Proposal  20. 
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[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Current  legislation  specifies  that  a  championship  may  be  estab¬ 
lished  in  a  women’s  sport  if  at  least  40  institutions  sponsor  that 
sport,  and  that  such  legislation  may  be  established  after  the  sport 
has  met  the  minimum  requirement  of  two  consecutive  years. 

Please  note  that  the  numbers  listed  in  your  Convention  bulletin 
in  the  rationale  section  of  Proposal  20  are  incorrect.  Currently  the 
number  of  institutions  sponsoring  emerging  sports  is  as  follows: 
women’s  water  polo,  40;  women’s  ice  hockey  52;  women’s  squash,  27; 
women’s  bowling,  21. 

If  the  waiting  period  were  reduced  from  two  years  to  one  year, 
legislation  can  be  moved  at  this  Convention  to  establish  both  a 
women’s  ice  hockey  and  a  women’s  water  polo  championship  in  2000 
and  2001.  This  proposal  would  also  assist  member  institutions  in 
meeting  their  legal  obligations  under  Title  IX.  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Championships  Committee,  I  urge  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

Marvalene  Hughes  (California  State  University  Stanislaus):  I 
stand  before  you  to  ask  for  support  of  Proposal  20  for  the  following 
reasons:  Yesterday  we  heard  that  the  Executive  Committee  fully  sup¬ 
ports  diversity  and  equity  We  also  experienced  the  delegate  votes  as 
well. 

The  Presidents  Council  requests  your  support  of  this  proposal  for 
the  following  reasons:  First  of  all,  it  addresses  gender  equity  and 
thereby  increases  opportunities  for  women  athletes  to  address  the 
universality  of  the  problem  of  equity. 

Secondly  it  is  inherent  in  the  core  values  of  everything  repre¬ 
sented  by  Division  II.  We  have  witnessed  it  in  our  strategic-planning 
process,  we  have  witnessed  it  in  our  diversity  initiative.  We  have  wit¬ 
nessed  it  in  many  other  actions. 

Our  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  would  like  to  indicate 
its  support  also  for  this  initiative  because  it  provides  more  opportu¬ 
nities  for  women  student-athletes.  As  referenced  earlier,  it  is  one  pre¬ 
ventive  measure  for  any  liabilities  regarding  equity.  This  measure 
will  ultimately  “fast  track”  emerging  sports  for  student-athletes  who 
are  women.  And  it  is  because  of  this,  that  the  Presidents  Council 
asks  that  you  support  Proposal  20. 

Earl  W.  Edwards  (East  Stroudsburg  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania):  As  a  member  of  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  I 
urge  you  to  support  this  proposal  that  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents 
Council  This  proposal  would  reduce  the  minimum  number  of  years 
from  two  to  one  year  needed  to  establish  a  women’s  championship 
once  the  minimum  number  of  sponsoring  institutions  is  met. 

The  NCAA  Executive  Committee  has  made  a  commitment  to 
“fast  track”  certain  emerging  sports  to  national  championships  to 
assist  institutions  by  providing  more  options  for  women  sports  to 
sponsor  at  the  varsity  level.  The  Management  Council  urges  you  to 
support  Proposal  No.  20. 
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[Proposal  No.  20  (Page  A-21)  was  adopted,  187-14-4.] 

National  Collegiate  Championship — Women's  Ice  Hockey 

Thomas  Kearns  (Northern  Kentucky  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  NCAA  Division  II  Championships  Committee,  I  move  Proposal 
No.  21. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  an  effort  to  increase  NCAA  championship  opportunities  for 
women,  selected  NCAA  sports  such  as  ice  hockey  have  been  identified 
as  sports  in  which  to  establish  a  National  Collegiate  Championship. 

Currently,  there  are  52  member  institutions  in  Divisions  I,  II  and 
III  that  sponsor  women’s  ice  hockey.  The  establishment  of  a  National 
Collegiate  Championship  for  women’s  ice  hockey  necessitates  the 
development  of  a  committee  with  playing  rules  and  championship 
administration  responsibilities. 

Barbara  J.  Schroeder  (Regis  University,  Colorado):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Management  Council  and  Championships  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

Establishing  a  women’s  ice  hockey  championship  and  a  commit¬ 
tee  to  govern  it  recognizes  the  growing  interest  and  support  for  the 
sport  and  assists  in  the  efforts  to  increase  championship  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  women. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Championships  Committee  and  the 
Management  Council  encourage  you  to  favor  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  21  (Page  A-22)  was  adopted.] 

National  Collegiate  Championship — Women's  Water  Polo 

Earl  W.  Edwards  (East  Stroudsburg  University  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania):  On  behalf  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  Championships  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  move  Proposal  No.  22. 

[The  motion  was  seconded. 1 

In  an  effort  to  increase  NCAA  championship  opportunities  for 
women,  selected  NCAA  sports  such  as  water  polo  have  been  identi¬ 
fied  as  sports  in  which  to  establish  a  National  Collegiate 
Championship. 

Currently,  there  are  40  member  institutions  that  sponsor 
women’s  water  polo.  The  establishment  for  women’s  water  polo 
necessitates  the  development  of  a  committee  with  playing  rules  and 
championship  administrative  responsibilities. 

The  Championship  Committee  urges  your  support  of  Proposal 
No.  22. 

Barbara  J.  Schroeder  (Regis  University,  Colorado):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Management  Council  and  Championships  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

The  establishment  of  a  women’s  water  polo  championship  and  a 
committee  to  govern  it  will  not  only  create  more  NCAA  championship 
opportunities  for  women,  it  will  also  meet  the  growing  interest  and 
support  for  this  sport  at  institutions  in  all  three  divisions. 
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For  these  reasons,  the  Management  Council  and  Championships 
Committee  encourage  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal. 

Nancy  P.  Simpson  (California  State  University,  San  Bernar¬ 
dino):  I’d  like  to  speak  in  support  of  this  proposal. 

We  recently  added  women’s  water  polo  at  our  institution  and 
could  not  be  more  pleased.  We  presently  compete  for  the  opportuni¬ 
ty  to  attend  a  national  championship  sponsored  by  U.S.  Water  Polo, 
the  national  governing  body  for  the  sport.  However,  for  the  sport  to 
go  nationwide,  sponsorship  by  the  NCAA  is  critical.  The  sooner  we 
gain  the  recognition  associated  with  the  NCAA  sponsorship,  the 
faster  the  sport  will  grow. 

Given  the  addition  of  women’s  water  polo  as  the  newest  Olympic 
sport  in  this  summer’s  competition  in  Sydney,  Australia,  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  national  championship  by  the  NCAA  will  tremen¬ 
dously  enhance  the  recognition  factor.  This  will  further  enhance  the 
sport’s  growth  and  offer  more  opportunities  for  our  female  student- 
athletes.  I  urge  your  support  of  the  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  22  (Page  A-23)  was  adopted.] 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  For  the  next  vote,  I’d  like  to  note  for  the 
delegates  that  this  is  a  football-only  vote.  Only  those  schools  that 
sponsor  football  can  vote  on  this  proposal. 

Geographical  Scheduling  Waiver — Football 

Kaye  P.  Crook  (Coker  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  II 
Membership  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  23, 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  geographical  waiver  of  the  50-percent  schedule  requirement 
in  the  sport  of  football  should  be  eliminated  inasmuch  as  such  a  waiv¬ 
er  in  Division  II  should  not  be  contingent  upon  the  amount  of  athlet¬ 
ically  related  financial  aid  that  an  institution  awards  in  football  or 
the  number  of  institutions  granting  minimal  aid  that  are  located  in 
close  proximity  to  an  institution. 

This  legislation  was  written  specifically  to  assist  Division  I-AA 
institutions  and  does  not  have  a  practical  application  in  Division  II. 
An  institution  that  does  have  a  legitimate  or  geographical  difficulty 
in  scheduling  opponents  may  still  apply  for  a  waiver  per  Bylaw 
20.10.4.4. 

The  Division  II  Membership  Committee  urges  your  support  of 
this  proposal. 

Charles  D.  Dunn  (Henderson  State  University):  As  has  already 
been  pointed  out,  the  current  geographical  waiver  rule  is  tied  to  the 
amount  of  aid  a  school  offers  and  was  developed  specifically  for  I-AA 
schools,  but  we  have  some  other  opportunities  to  provide  for  waivers 
when  we  have  legitimate  geographical  scheduling  problems.  For  that 
reason,  the  Presidents  Council  encourages  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this 
proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  23  (Page  A-24)  was  adopted,  115-3-2.] 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Coming  up  next  are  the  deregulation  pro- 
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posals — 24  through  34.  I'd  like  to  take  these  things  as  a  group.  I  have  . 
an  announcement  to  make  starting  with  Deregulation  Proposal  No. 
24.  I  want  to  note  to  all  of  you  that  Proposal  No.  26-E  will  be  moot  if  ' 
Proposal  No.  24-B  is  adopted. 

Use  of  Institutional  Name  or  Logo 

Jerry  Vandergriff  (Angelo  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the  * 
Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  24. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  Division  II  Legislation 
Committee  believes  it  is  not  necessary  to  legislate  the  prohibition  of 
athletics  department  staff  members  from  utilizing  indirectly  or  by 
implication  an  institution’s  name  or  logo  in  endorsement  of  commer¬ 
cial  products  or  services  for  personal  gain  without  prior  written 
approval  from  the  institution’s  chief  executive  officer. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  institution  and  copyright  laws 
governing  the  use  of  an  institution’s  names  and  logos  adequately  con-  * 
trol  this  issue. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 
proposal.  Thank  you. 

David  W.  Coffey  (Norwood  University):  As  a  member  of  the 
Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  your  support  for  this  pro¬ 
posal  that  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council  has  sponsored. 

The  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council  realize  the 
decisions  regarding  use  of  institutional  logos  is  best  left  to  the  chief 
executive  officer  and  administrators  on  each  campus.  Institutions 
can  decide  to  continue  current  prohibitions  or  decide  to  adopt  more 
liberal  application  of  such  restrictions.  The  bottom  line  is  that  this  is 
an  area  that  the  NCAA  should  not  control.  For  these  reasons,  I  urge 
you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  deregulation  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  24  (Page  A-24)  was  adopted,  183-8-2.1 

Personnel — Athletically  Related  Income 

Paul  H.  Englemann  (Central  Missouri  State  University):  On 
behalf  of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of 
Proposal  25. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee 
believes  that  this  legislation  can  be  eliminated  from  Division  II  management. 

In  rare  occurrences  when  this  legislation  does  impact  Division  II 
institutions,  issues  related  to  athletically  related  income  are  more 
appropriately  controlled  at  the  institutional  level. 

Further,  in  Division  II,  outside  income  in  significant  amounts  is 
not  commonplace.  Issues  related  to  outside  income  should  be  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  institution  and  are  not  appropriately  regulated 
by  the  NCAA. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 
proposal.  Thank  you. 
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Doug  Echols  (South  Atlantic  Conference):  As  a  member  of  the 
*  Division  II  Management  Council,  l  rise  in  support  of  this  deregula¬ 
tion  proposal  sponsored  by  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council. 

Like  the  proposal  we  just  considered,  this  is  an  area  that  Division 
II  institutions  should  regulate,  not  the  NCAA.  Contracts  involving 
institutional  personnel  should  not  be  subject  to  NCAA  legislation. 

Restrictions  regarding  outside  income  recently  resulted  in  a  mul¬ 
timillion  judgment  in  Division  I  and  the  Management  Council  and 
the  Presidents  Council  in  Division  II  believe  that  this  deregulation 
initiative  is  appropriate  for  our  division.  For  these  reasons,  I  urge 
you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal.  ( 

Arend  Lubbers  (Grand  Valley  State  University):  I  think  its 
important  to  note  that  this  legislation  does  not  eliminate  the  stipula¬ 
tions  from  employment  contracts;  rather,  the  proposal  is  merely  turn¬ 
ing  authority  governing  the  stipulations  of  the  contract  from  the 
NCAA  to  each  institution. 

Institutions  may  decide  to  continue  to  require  such  stipulations 
for  its  athletics  staff  or  schools  may  decide  to  limit  some  of  the 
restrictions. 

The  Division  II  Presidents  Council  agreed  to  sponsor  this  dereg¬ 
ulation  proposal  because  it  believes  that  issues  relating  to  athletical¬ 
ly  related  income  are  handled  best  at  the  institutional  level. 

For  these  reasons,  please  vote  in  favor  of  Proposal  No.  25. 

[Proposal  No.  25  (Page  A-26)  was  adopted,  191-4-1.] 

Outside-Income  Restrictions 

Leon  Kerry  (Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association):  On 
behalf  of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of 
Proposal  26. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  Division  II  deregulation  project.  It 
was  the  sense  of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  that  this  leg¬ 
islation  is  not  relevant  to  Division  II  and  in  most  cases  can  be  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  Division  II  Manual.  In  rare  occurrences,  these  bylaws 
do  impact  Division  II  institutions;  however,  the  issues  are  more 
appropriately  controlled  at  the  institutional  level. 

In  Division  II  outside  income,  a  large  amount  is  not  common¬ 
place.  Further,  it  should  be  legislated  that  institutions  monitor 
receipt  of  outside  income.  The  committee  believes  that  this  should 
also  be  at  the  discretion  of  the  institution.  The  Division  II  Legisla¬ 
tion  Committee  urges  your  support  for  this  proposal, 

Ed  Harris  (West  Texas  A&M  University):  As  a  member  of  the 
Management  Council,  I  urge  support  of  Proposal  26,  which  is  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  Presidents  Council. 

This  is  the  third  proposal  we  are  considering  today  that  deregu¬ 
lates  Bylaw  11.  As  we’ve  heard  from  the  previous  proposals,  the 
Management  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council  believe  that  outside 
income  restrictions  in  Division  II  are  issues  best  handled  at  the  insti- 


Division  II  Business  Session- 


187 


tutional  level. 

The  Presidents  Council  and  the  Management  Council  want  the 
NCAA  out  of  the  business  of  regulating  this  area  for  Division  II  mem- 
bership.  Where  regulations  need  to  exist,  they  should  exist  and  be 
enforced  by  the  various  institutions.  For  these  reasons,  I  urge  your 
support  in  favor  of  this  proposal. 

Albert  J.  Shannon  (Saint  Joseph’s  College,  Indiana):  As  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  ask  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  Proposal  26. 

The  restrictions  Proposal  26  attempts  to  eliminate  are  not  neces¬ 
sary  in  Division  II.  These  are  restrictions  that  were  driven  by  a 
Division  I  philosophy.  Division  II  decided  in  the  old  structure  to  also 
incorporate  the  regulations  in  our  governing  bylaws.  Now  with  the 
federated  structure,  we  have  the  autonomy  to  address  Division  11 
issues,  and  we  have  the  tools  to  make  legislative  changes  so  that  our 
governing  bylaws  match  the  philosophy  of  our  division.  This  propos¬ 
al  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  For  those  reasons,  I  urge  your  sup¬ 
port  of  the  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  26  (Page  A-27)  was  adopted,  203-3-1.] 

Employment  With  Professional  Sports  Organizations— 
Nonpermissible  Arrangements 

Robert  L,  Heiny  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal 
27. 

I  The  motion  ws  seconded.l 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregulation  pro¬ 
ject.  The  Legislation  Committee  feels  that  employment  with  profes¬ 
sional  sports  organizations  during  times  a  staff  member  is  not  under¬ 
contract  with  an  institution  should  be  permissible  in  Division  II. 

Division  II  coaching  salaries  are,  in  most  cases,  not  comparable  to 
those  in  Division  I  and  very  often  necessitate  coaches  securing  out¬ 
side  employment  during  the  summer  when  they  are  normally  not 
under  contract  to  the  institution.  Many  times  such  employment  is 
available  through  professional  sports  organizations.  An  amendment 
to  this  legislation  would  be  deregulation,  not  only  because  legislation 
would  be  deleted,  but  it  would  also  no  longer  make  it  necessary  for  an 
institution  to  monitor  such  outside  employment  during  times  when 
staff  members  are  not  under  contract  to  the  institutions. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

Thomas  R.  Shirley  Jr.  (Philadelphia  University):  As  a  member 
of  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of 
Proposal  27,  which  is  sponsored  by  the  Division  II  Presidents 
Council. 

The  Division  II  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council 
believe  this  is  an  area  the  division  should  not  restrict  for  Division  II 
coaches.  By  eliminating  the  current  restrictions,  Division  II  coaches 
would  be  permitted  to  be  employed  by  pro  teams  or  sport  organiza¬ 
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tions  during  the  times  that  the  staff  member  is  not  under  contract 
with  the  school.  This  seems  like  a  reasonable  approach  by  the  mem¬ 
bership.  For  this  reason,  the  Management  Council  and  Presidents 

Council  urge  your  support.  ,  .  , 

Arend  Lubbers  (Grand  Valley  State  University):  As  a  member 
of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  27.  The 
Presidents  Council  supports  this  deregulation  proposal  because  it 
eliminates  a  restriction  that  we  do  not  need  in  Division  II. 

Many  Division  II  coaches  are  not  under  contract  with  schools  in 
the  summer  and  need  to  find  ways  to  supplement  their  incomes.  The 
NCAA  should  not  limit  compensation  opportunities  for  Division  II 
coaches  in  this  way.  These  are  decisions  that  should  be  made  at  the 
institutional  level.  For  these  reasons,  I  encourage  you  to  vote  in  favor 

of  this  proposal.  1 

[Proposal  No.  27  (Page  A-29)  was  adopted,  195-7-2.1 

Permissible  Employment  or  Income  Arrangements 
Professional  Sports  Organization 

Janet  Degginger  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  28. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  the  spirit  of  the  deregulation  project,  the  Legislation 
Committee  feels  this  is  repetitive  legislation  and  should  be  removed 

from  the  Manual.  ,  t  _  0  ,  , 

The  committee  believes  that  the  language  of  Bylaw  11.3.3.1  clear¬ 
ly  states  that  restrictions  relating  to  employment  with  professional 
sports  organizations  applies  only  to  the  athletics  department  staff 
members.  Thus,  it  should  not  be  necessary  to  reiterate  that  staff 
members  and  PE  departments  who  have  no  relationship  to  or  respon¬ 
sibilities  in  the  athletics  department  are  not  prohibited  from  secur¬ 
ing  employment  with  a  professional  sports  organization. 

The  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this  proposal. 
Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  28  (Page  A-30)  was  adopted,  191-1-2  J 

Recruiting — Telephone  Calls  By 
Representatives  of  Athletics  Interests 

Dede  M.  Allen  (University  of  Alaska  Anchorage):  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  29. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.} 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregulation  pro¬ 
ject.  Current  legislation  permits  representatives  of  athletics  inter¬ 
ests  to  place  phone  calls  to  prospective  student-athletes. 

The  Legislation  Committee  recommends  that  the  legislation  be 
amended  to  preclude  phone  calls  to  prospects  by  representatives  of 
athletics  interests.  The  committee  feels  this  is  an  important  element 
of  Division  II  deregulation  efforts  inasmuch  as  it  would  eliminate  the 
need  for  extensive  monitoring  of  phone  calls  placed  by  boosters.  This 
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will  help  alleviate  concerns  of  improper  contact  and  inaccurate  infor¬ 
mation  being  provided  to  prospects  by  nonathletics  staff  members. 
The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this  pro¬ 
posal. 

James  W.  Watson  (West  Liberty  State  College):  As  a  member  of 
the  Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  you  to  support  this  pro¬ 
posal,  which  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Commission. 

As  someone  who  is  closely  associated  with  the  day-to-day  compli¬ 
ance  activities,  I  understand  the  amount  of  monitoring  that  we  ask 
our  compliance  officers  to  perform.  It  appears  that  this  is  an  area 
where  we  can  provide  much-needed  relief  for  our  limited  compliance 
staffs  in  Division  II. 

Charles  Dunn  (Henderson  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  you  to  support  this  proposal, 
which  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council. 

As  was  pointed  out  a  few  moments  ago,  this  is  part  of  the  dereg¬ 
ulation  effort.  It  will  help  to  alleviate  the  concerns  that  we  have  over 
improper  contacts  being  made  by  boosters  and  often  misinformation 
being  provided  by  those  boosters  to  prospects.  This  seems  like  some¬ 
thing  we  would  want  to  do  in  Division  II.  I  urge  you  to  support  it. 

[Proposal  No.  29  (Page  A-31)  was  adopted,  188-14-0.] 


Recruiting — Contact  and  Telephone  Calls 

Jerry  VandergrifF  (Angelo  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  Proposal  No.  30. 

[The  motion  was  seconded,] 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  Division  II  deregulation.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  that  this  legislation  should  be  amended  so  that 
the  first  permissible  date  for  contacts  and  telephone  calls  in  all  sports 
be  June  15  immediately  preceding  the  prospect’s  senior  year  in  high 
school.  Inasmuch  as  part  of  the  deregulation  charge  is  to  simplify 
application  of  legislation  and  reduce  the  size  of  the  Division  II 
Manual,  the  committee  feels  a  common  date  for  contacting  prospects 
should  exist  for  all  sports.  This  would  simplify  the  application  of 
recruiting  legislation  in  Division  II  and  would  simplify  the  adminis¬ 
trative  responsibility  for  documenting  and  recruiting  activities.  The 
June  15  date  will  precede  all  current  dates.  This  should  alleviate  the 
need  for  future  proposals  to  continually  amend  the  dates  on  a  sport- 
by-sport  basis.  The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  asks  for  your 
support  of  the  proposal. 

Bruce  Harger  (Drury  University):  As  a  member  of  the  Division 


II  Management  Council,  I  urge  your  support  for  this  proposal,  which 
is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council. 

This  proposal  makes  sense.  To  implement  a  common  date  of  June 
15  for  the  first  recruiting  contact  and  telephone  calls  not  only  sim¬ 
plifies  the  administrative  responsibility  for  documenting  recruiting 
activities,  it  also  gives  coaches  and  student-athletes  one  date  to 
remember.  I  urge  you  on  behalf  of  the  Management  Council  to  sup¬ 
port  Proposal  No.  30. 
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Charles  Dunn  (Henderson  State  University):  As  a  member  of 
the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  we  decided  to  sponsor  this  piece  of 
legislation  because  we  have  a  confusing  array  of  permissible  first  con¬ 
tact  dates.  This  proposal  simplifies  matters  considerably  and  we 
urge  your  support. 

[Proposal  No.  30  (Page  A-32)  was  adopted,  198-4-1.1 

Recruiting — Evaluations 

Michael  J.  Kovalchik  (Hillsdale  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  31. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregulation  pro¬ 
ject.  Division  II  legislation  states  that  institutional  staff  members 
may  evaluate  the  academic  and/or  athletics  ability  of  a  prospect  at  a 
site  off  the  institution’s  campus  a  maximum  of  four  times  per  aca¬ 
demic  year. 

The  committee  recommends  the  elimination  of  this  legislation. 
The  committee  feels  that  the  restriction  on  the  number  of  evaluations 
is  not  a  practical  concept  in  Division  II.  Once  an  institution  observes 
a  contest  involving  a  given  team  four  times  during  the  academic  year, 
the  institution  is  precluded  from  observing  any  future  contest  involv¬ 
ing  that  team  during  that  year. 

In  reality,  future  evaluations  involving  this  team  may  very  well 
be  the  purpose  of  evaluating  that  team’s  performance.  Current  leg¬ 
islation  prohibits  this  possibility,  often  placing  undue  financial  and 
travel  hardships  on  institutional  staff  members.  This  change  would 
allow  institutions  the  latitude  to  evaluate  a  team,  for  example,  in 
junior  colleges  or  high  school  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  insti¬ 
tution  more  than  four  times — most  likely  for  the  purpose  of  evaluat¬ 
ing  prospects  on  the  opposing  team. 

This  would  not  cause  undue  pressure  on  prospective  student-ath¬ 
letes  inasmuch  as  contact  restrictions  would  still  apply.  The  defini¬ 
tion  of  evaluation  and  the  existence  of  an  evaluation  period  would 
still  exist. 


The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

Gail  Fults  (Humboldt  State  University}:  As  a  member  of  the 
Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  you  to  support  this  proposal, 
which  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council.  In  Division  II,  it 


makes  sense  to  provide  some  relief  to  our  evaluation  restrictions 
while  leaving  contact  restrictions  in  place  to  avoid  unreasonable 
pressure  on  local  student-athletes.  This  proposal  would  also  provide 
administrative  relief  to  Division  II  compliance  officers.  The 
Management  Council  urges  your  support  of  Proposition  31. 

Marvalene  Hughes  (California  State  University,  Stanislaus): 
As  a  member  of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  rise  to  ask  that  you  support 
this  proposal,  which  is  sponsored  by  the  Council.  The  proposal  is  an 
example  of  deregulation  that  we  support.  The  Council  believes  that 
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a  restriction  on  the  number  of  evaluations  is  very  impractical.  We  . 
also  recognize  that  it  poses  undue  financial  hardship  as  well  as  trav-  . 
el  hardship  on  staff  members.  This  change  is  very  consistent  with 
our  regional  philosophy,  and  the  Presidents  Council  urges  your  sup¬ 
port  of  it. 

David  Riggins  (Mars  Hill  College):  I  would  like  to  rise  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  this  deregulation  proposal.  As  we  look  at  the  four-evaluation  • 
rule,  all  of  us  are  reminded,  there  are  not  truly  four  evaluations  per 
student-athlete,  but  four  per  year.  If  you  back  up  to  a  student-ath¬ 
lete's  sophomore  year,  you  obviously  get  multiple  evaluations,  plus 
the  fact  that  they  are  evaluated  outside  of  the  school  year  many  times 
during  summer  sessions.  Pm  the  athletics  director  at  this  point.  I  m 
proud  of  this.  I’ve  been  the  head  basketball  coach  and  I  have  evalu¬ 
ated  student-athletes  as  many  as — even  within  NCAA  rules  as  they 
exist  right  now — 15  or  more  times,  using  some  evaluations  and  mul¬ 
tiple  years  in  high  school. 

Also,  I’d  like  for  us  to  keep  in  mind  that  as  we  look  at  this  dereg¬ 
ulation  proposal,  this  is  a  proposal  that  aids  athletics  programs  or- 
those  programs  that  have  bigger  budgets  and  bigger  staffs. 

This  concept  of  deregulation  only  aids  in  recruiting  local  athletes. 
All  of  us  are  aware  that  the  coach  is  going  to  be  out  and  recruiting  at 
every  evaluation  opportunity.  Who  does  it  hurt?  I  think  that  as  we. 
allow  more  evaluations  to  go  to  the  same  student-athlete,  obviously, 
evaluations  start  to  be  diminished  for  other  student- athletes. 

I  think  that  also  as  a  coach,  I  know  it’s  been  said  it  does  not  bring 
undue  pressure  on  the  student-athlete.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is, 
excessive  evaluations  give  a  coach  the  opportunity  to  the  point  of 
bringing  pressure  upon  a  student-athlete  to  ask  the  relevant  ques¬ 
tion  and  who  has  shown  the  most  interest  in  you.  I  ask  that  question 
many  times  only  in  circumstances  where  I  knew  I  had  been  there 
more  than  anyone  else.  I  would  ask  that  we  take  all  those  things  into 
consideration  as  we  vote  on  that  piece  of  legislation. 

Roger  Thomas  (University  of  North  Dakota):  I  would  begin  by 
saying  I’m  certainly  in  favor  of  the  deregulation  proposals,  many  of 
which  we  have  passed  to  this  point,  and  some  of  the  others.  But  I 
would  echo  many  of  the  sentiments  the  gentleman  who  preceded  me 
in  the  fact  that  if  you  open  the  door  in  this  particular  area,  I  think 
there  are  some  inherent  disadvantages  to  certain  people.  Many  of 
the  points  he  made,  I  won’t  repeat  all  of  those.  But  as  an  additional 
point,  due  to  geography  and  the  locations  of  some  of  our  schools,  it’s 
a  long  way  to  go  for  an  evaluation. 

I  would  echo  a  couple  of  his  statements  in  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
little  bit  of  one-upmanship — how  many  times  did  I  come  to  evaluate 
you?  I  do  disagree  with  one  of  the  sentences  that  is  in  the  booklet 
about  the  coach— there  would  be  undue  hardship  and  travel.  I  hon¬ 
estly  believe  it’s  the  opposite.  I  think  a  coach  would  be  pressured  to 
try  to  do  more  evaluations  and  to  keep  up  with  anyone  else  who  is 
doing  multiple  evaluations  with  the  individual. 
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I  don’t  think  we  want  to  pass  any  legislation  that  would  have  the 
possibility  of  some  inherent  inequities  based  on  budget,  location,  size 
of  staff  and  so  forth.  I  believe  he  hit  upon  a  lot  of  those  points.  So  I 
would  urge  everyone  to  consider  that  and  the  time  involvement  of  the 
coach  and  the  travel  that  this  could  lend  to  everybody’s  budgets  and 
so  on.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  31  (Page  A-34)  was  adopted,  136-70-2.] 

Recruiting  Materials 

Sharon  L.  Taylor  (Lock  Haven  University  of  Pennsylvania):  On 
behalf  of  the  Legislation  Committee,  1  move  adoption  of  Proposal  32. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  also  part  of  the  Division  II  deregulation  project. 
The  committee  recommends  deletion  of  the  list  of  permissible  recruit¬ 
ing  materials,  while  retaining  the  initial  date  for  providing  such 
materials. 

The  committee  feels  that  Division  II  institutional  athletics  bud¬ 
gets  provide  an  inherent  control  over  the  amount  and  types  of  print¬ 
ed  materials  our  institutions  will  develop  for  the  recruiting  process. 

Other  than  media  guides,  very  often  the  athletics  department  uti¬ 
lizes  printed  materials  developed  by  the  admissions  office.  The  com¬ 
mittee  does  not  feel  this  action  would  lead  to  abuse  in  so  far  as  most 
institutional  budgets  will  prohibit  personnel  from  printing  excessive 
printed  materials.  The  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  adoption  of 

this  proposal.  .  . 

Michael  J.  Marcil  (Northern  Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic 
Conference):  As  a  member  of  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  I 
urge  you  to  support  this  proposal,  which  is  sponsored  by  the 
Presidents  Council. 

The  current  printed  material  restrictions  in  Division  11  are  not 
necessary.  The  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council  believe 
that  Division  II  institutional  athletics  budgets  already  limit  the 
amount  and  types  of  printed  material  that  an  institution  can  develop 
for  the  purpose  of  recruiting.  The  Management  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Council  urge  you  to  support  Proposal  No.  32. 

Albert  J.  Shannon  (Saint  Joseph’s  College,  Indiana):  As  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  you  to  support  this  proposal, 
which  is  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council.  We  do  not  currently 
limit  the  amount  of  money  that  a  school  can  spend  on  a  weight  room 
or  on  an  athletics  facility.  We  do  not  limit  the  amount  of  money  that 
a  school  can  spend  on  academic  support  service.  So  I  find  it  hard  to 
believe  that  we  are  concerned  about  how  many  colors  can  be  on  a 
recruiting  brochure. 

The  Presidents  Council  believes  that  Division  II  institutions  are 
in  the  best  position  to  control  the  amount  and  types  of  recruiting 
material  that  they  can  develop.  The  Presidents  Council  urges  your 
support  for  Proposal  32. 

Kelly  Higgins  (University  of  South  Dakota):  I  respectfully  dis- 
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agree  with  the  comment  concerning  institutional  control  on  this,  I  5 
firmly  believe  that  what  will  happen  if  this  is  opened  up  is  that  there 
will  be  open  warfare  again  on  whatever  recruiting  material  could  be 
provided  and  will  inherently  drive  up  the  cost  immediately  and  then 
give  the  advantage  to  every  institution  that  has  the  resources  to  do 
so.  We  were  at  that  point  many  years  ago.  I  believe  it's  important  to 
have  some  measure  of  control  in  this  area  so  it  does  not  become  the 
local  warfare  it  used  to  be. 

Kenneth  Borden  (University  of  Indianapolis):  I’d  like  to  speak 
in  opposition  to  this.  Even  though  we  in  Division  II  may  be  poor  mon¬ 
etarily,  we  are  very  rich  in  competitive  spirit.  I  have  a  fear  that  if  we 
remove  the  restrictions,  we  may  have  one  or  two  institutions  that  will 
select  one  of  their  men’s  or  women’s  sports  for  Cinderella  status  and 
relegate  the  other  three  or  four  to  ugly  stepchildren. 

(Proposal  No.  32  (Page  A-38)  was  adopted,  156-52-3.] 

Recruiting — Complimentary  Admissions  (Official  Visits) 

Willie  G.  Shaw  (Morehouse  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division 
II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  33. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregulation  pro¬ 
ject.  The  Legislation  Committee  recommends  an  amendment  to  the 
current  legislation  so  that  complimentary  admission  on  official  and 
unofficial  visits  are  administered  consistently. 

The  committee  feels  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  distinguish 
between  official  and  unofficial  visits  related  to  the  provision  of  the 
complimentary  admission.  The  proposal  would  make  it  permissible 
to  provide  three  complimentary  admissions  to  a  campus  athletics 
event  for  prospects  on  both  official  and  unofficial  business. 

These  complimentary  admissions  would  be  for  the  exclusive  use 
of  a  prospect  and  those  persons  accompanying  the  prospect  on  the 
visit. 

Current  legislation  will  continue  to  control  provisions  of  enter¬ 
tainment  to  high-school  and  two-year  college  coaches.  The  Division 
II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  for  this  proposal. 
Thank  you. 

Gail  Fults  (Humboldt  State  University):  On  behalf  of  the 
Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  propos¬ 
al,  which  the  Presidents  Council  has  agreed  to  sponsor.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  will  simplify  the  management  of  complimentary  admissions  by 
eliminating  the  distinction  between  official  and  unofficial  visits  in 
the  administration  of  complimentary  admissions. 

This  seems  like  a  way  to  handle  campus  visits  in  Division  II.  For 
these  reasons,  the  Management  Council  urges  you  to  vote  in  favor  of 
this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  33  (Page  A-40)  was  adopted,  200-1-0.1 

Recruiting — Division  II  Tryout 

Lisa  C.  Colvin  (Southern  Arkansas  University):  On  behalf  of 
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the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
.  Proposal  34. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

As  you  can  tell  in  your  notice,  this  is  the  final  portion  of  the 
'Division  II  deregulation  project. 

Under  the  current  Division  II  tryout  legislation,  only  one  tryout 
per  prospect  per  institution  is  currently  permitted.  This  proposal  will 
permit  the  institution  to  provide  one  tryout  per  prospect  per  institu¬ 
tion  per  sport.  . 

This  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  deregulation  project  inas¬ 
much  as  its  modification  would  eliminate  the  bookkeeping  necessary 
to  tracking  the  tryout  activities  of  multisport  prospective  student- 
athletes. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

Peggy  L.  Green  (Fayetteville  State  University):  On  behall  of  the 
Division  II  Management  Council,  I  urge  your  support  of  this  propos¬ 
al,  which  the  Presidents  Council  has  agreed  to  sponsor. 

In  Division  II,  many  institutions  have  multisport  student-ath¬ 
letes.  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  this  proposal  eliminates  the 
necessity  of  tracking  the  tryout  activities  for  multisport  prospective 
student-athletes.  For  this  reason,  the  Management  Council  urges 
you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  34  (Page  A-41)  was  adopted,  202-2-2.] 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  The  voting  on  Proposal  34  ends  the  pres¬ 
idential  grouping.  The  remaining  proposals  that  we  deal  with  will  be 
by  paddle  vote. 

Now,  for  a  little  housekeeping,  here’s  what  we’re  going  to  do 
because  we’re  moving  along  very  rapidly.  We’re  going  to  ask  that  the 
Championships  Committee  at  this  time  give  a  brief  report,  and  then 
given  the  time,  we’ll  figure  out  how  much  more  we’ll  do  before  lunch. 
If  there  is  time  left,  we’ll  move  into  some  other  proposals.  Otherwise, 
I  would  announce  that  we  may  break  for  lunch.  So  at  this  time,  I  will 
call  the  membership  of  the  Championship  Committee  to  give  its 
report  and  the  reconsiderations  will  come  later. 

CHAMPIONSHIPS  COMMITTEE  REPORT 

Barbara  J,  Schroeder  (Regis  University,  Colorado)  Thank  you, 
Dr.  Johnston.  I’ll  give  a  brief  summary  of  some  of  the  things  that  the 
Championships  Committee  is  dealing  with  at  this  point  and  what  it 
plans  to  continue  to  deal  with  over  the  next  year  or  so.  Then  we’ll  try 
to  open  it  up  if  we  have  a  little  time  for  some  questions  at  the  end. 

Before  1  start,  the  Championships  Committee  lost  a  very  impor¬ 
tant  member  in  Dennis  Poppe.  He  was  a  primary  liaison  to  the 
Division  II  Championships  Committee  and  as  most  of  you  know, 
Dennie  has  been  assigned  to  some  other  duties.  I  can’t  tell  you  what 
they  all  are,  but  the  next  time  you  see  him,  make  sure  you  have  him 
fill  you  in.  He’s  no  longer  our  primary  liaison.  We  now  have  Tom 
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Jacobs,  who  is  here  on  my  left,  as  our  director  of  championships  and 
the  primary  liaison  for  Division  II.  His  assistant,  Amy  Frankenstein, 
also  will  join  Division  II  as  a  secondary  liaison.  f 

So  with  that,  please  permit  me  to  give  this  resolution  in  honor  ot 
Dennie  Poppe.  He  can’t  be  with  us,  but  I  know  he’ll  be  given  this  res¬ 
olution  with  our  appreciation  and  thanks:  .  TT 

Dennie  Poppe,  whereas,  you  have  contributed  to  the  Division  ll 
membership  serving  as  the  primary  staff  liaison  to  the  Division  II 
Championships  Committee,  and;  whereas,  you  have  demonstrated  a 
deep  commitment  to  Division  II  championships  and;  whereas  you 
have  provided  outstanding  leadership  and  demonstrated  strength  ot 
character,  understanding,  flexibility,  and  humor  while  working  with 
the  Division  II  membership.  Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  the 
Division  II  membership  wishes  to  express  our  deep  appreciation  to 
Dennis  Poppe  for  his  hard  work,  passion,  and  dedication  to  the 

growth  of  Division  II.  ,  , 

We’re  deeply  indebted  to  Dennie  for  all  the  years  that  he  served 
Division  II,  and  in  his  honor,  I  would  appreciate  a  round  of  applause 
for  Dennie.  (Applause) 

Let’s  turn  our  attention  to  Division  II  championships.  At  this 
time  I’d  like  to  recognize  the  members  of  the  Division  11 
Championships  Committee.  If  they  are  with  us,  please  stand  and  be 
recognized:  Don  Amiot,  director  of  athletics,  Minnesota  State  Uni¬ 
versity,  Mankato;  Rita  Castagna,  athletics  director  at  Assumption 
College;  Pete  Chapman,  director  of  athletics,  Missoun  Western  State 
College;  Earl  Edwards,  director  of  athletics,  East  Stroudsburg 
University;  Fred  Jacoby,  commissioner  of  the  Lone  Star  Conference; 
Tom  Kearns,  faculty  athletic  representative,  professor  of  mathemat¬ 
ics  and  our  resident  statistician,  Northern  Kentucky  University;  Bill 
Lide,  director  of  athletics,  North  Carolina  Central  University;  David 
Riggins,  director  of  athletics,  Mars  Hill  College;  Hindman  Wall, 
University  of  Tampa;  and  our  newest  member,  just  ratified  yesterday 
by  the  Presidents  Council,  Nancy  Simpson,  athletics  director  at  a 

State  San  Bernardino.  ,  j  _  r  „  , 

I  appreciate  greatly  the  amount  of  work  that  these  folks  have 
done.  It’s  been  a  challenging  job  as  chair  of  this  committee  and  a  very 
rewarding  experience,  especially  with  the  help  of  the  committee 
They’ve  done  amazing  work,  and  we’ve  got  a  lot  ahead  of  us,  so  1 
appreciate  it.  I’ll  tell  you  how  much  I  appreciate  you  now  and  then 
.  we’}l  get  into  the  work  that  we  have  ahead  of  us. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  session  today  is  to  cover  one  part  o 
the  Division  II  strategic  plan  as  it  relates  to  membership  access  to 
Division  II  national  championships.  As  you  know,  our  strategic  plan 
that  you  received  involves  a  long  list  of  not  only  student-athlete  wel¬ 
fare  issues  that  involve  championships,  but  championships  issues 

that  affect  membership  access.  , 

Today  I’d  like  to  give  you  a  brief  overview  because  thats  the 
hottest  topic  right  now.  We’ve  got  all  this  new  money.  How  are  we 


going  to  expand  brackets?  Are  we  going  to  get  all  the  qualifiers  m 
every  sport?  I  just  want  to  let  you  know  where  we  are  and  give  a 
laundry  list  of  what  we  have  to  deal  with  right  now. 

The  Division  II  Championships  Committee  has  voted  to  retain 
automatic  qualification  as  recommended  by  the  Division  11  men  . 

enhNumber 'twol^th^Division  II  Championships  Committee  has  a 
nolicv  of  keeping  conference  members  intact  within  regions,  w 
insures  that  no  conference  will  have  the  opportunity  to  advance  more 
San  one  member  to  a  final  site.  As  some  of  you  know  .f  you  have 
served'cm  some  of  the  sports  committees,  we’ve  been  very  devoted  to 
r'o  keep  aTl  conference  members  operating  and  competing  within 
the  same  region  so  that  we  don’t  have  more  than  one  conference 

SCh°The<DNdsionH  Championships  Committee  has  a  policy  fortea™ 

SSSfon.  Again,  weVe  upheld  that  there  is  a  pohcy  m  place 
thaVTeU  Sin  II  Championships  Committee  is  considering  die 

■'  our  incoming  meeting.  The  Division  II  Championships  Committee 
has  aSeed  to  Explore  the  possibility  of  adding  automatic  qualifica¬ 
tion  if  other  sports,  but  not  before  reviewing  the  issues  of  regional 

31 ' g  wfhavfhea'rfloud  and  clear  from  several  of  our  constituents— 
the  commissioners  association  as  well  as  80^®of  ^ ^for  us  to 
take°a too >k Si m tSon "of  haavingSautomatic  qualification  in 

°%Td^ 

alternative  ways  to  examine  the  appropriateness  of  bracket  and  field 
sizes  For  example,  would  sponsoring  a  percentage  for  team  sports 
still  be  a  valid  guide  with  the  influx  of  new  members  in  Division  II? 
When  we  look  at  percentages  being  the  determining  acor° 
manv  participants  we  have  in  our  championships,  is  that  the  best 
wav  to^do  it^The  only  way  to  increase  these  percentages  with  new 
membership  wouM  Jif  our  existing  members  that  sponsor  sports 

taking  a  look  at  the  percentages  being  the  determining 
factor  versus  possibly  a  ratio  system  being  the  determining  factor. 
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This  is  a  huge  task.  We  have  to  take  a  look  at  all  the  numbers  of  spon¬ 
sorships  and  what  the  new  membership,  the  provisional  members, 
are  bringing  to  the  table  in  the  way  of  sports  sponsorships. 

At  our  meeting  that  will  begin  following  this  Convention,  the 
Division  II  Championships  Committee  will  be  considering  recom¬ 
mendations  to  expand  the  following  team  championships.  As  you. 
might  know,  the  Championships  Committee  asked  every  sports  com¬ 
mittee  to  come  forward  with  proposals  based  on  their  regional  align¬ 
ments  and  their  potential  bracket  sizes  so  we  could  act  on  recom¬ 
mendations  as  a  Championships  Committee  that  come  from  the  sport 
committees. 

The  following  sport  committees  have  given  us  recommendations. 
Well  be  acting  on  these  this  week:  Field  hockey,  they  are  recom¬ 
mending  going  from  two  to  14.  Men’s  lacrosse,  from  two  to  14. 
Women’s  volleyball,  from  32  to  48  teams.  We’re  also  going  to  be  look¬ 
ing  at  expanding  the  field  sizes  for  the  following  individual  team 
championships:  men  and  women’s  cross  country,  we’ll  be  looking  at 
expanding  from  six  to  eight  regions  with  higher  numbers  of  guaran¬ 
teed  berths  per  region.  Men’s  and  women’s  indoor  track  and  field,  at 
least  16  participants  in  each  event.  That  would  be  what  we  would 
expand  to,  which  would  create  a  preliminary  round.  Men’s  and 
women’s  outdoor  track  and  field  would  again  be  16  participants  per 
event,  which  would  create  preliminary  rounds  in  outdoor  track  and 
field.  Wrestling  would  be  expanding  to  have  16  participants  in  each 
weight  class  with  a  total  cap  of  160  participants. 

At  our  January  meeting  as  well  as  our  July  meeting,  we  will  be 
taking  a  look  at  how  we  want  to  proceed  with  recommendations  to 
the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council  with  budgetary 
items.  We  feel  this  first  round  of  requests  will  satisfy  the  numbers  for 
bracket  expansions  in  track  and  field  and  cross  country,  and  possibly 
wrestling.  We  want  to  continue  to  take  a  look  at  other  team  sports 
that  come  before  us  and  look  at  the  recommendations  that  those 
sport  committees  would  have  to  expand  brackets.  But  as  you  know, 
this  is  going  to  entail  a  big-ticket  item  as  far  as  the  financial  impli¬ 
cations  are  concerned.  We  don’t  want  to  swamp  the  Presidents 
Council  with  all  these  requests  right  now.  We  have  a  plan  in  place 
that  would  sort  of  ease  this  stuff  in.  So  that’s  kind  of  where  we  are. 
I  guess  we  could  open  it  up  to  questions,  if  you  have  any. 

Are  there  are  any  burning  questions?  I’d  be  happy  to  meet  with 
some  of  you  at  lunch.  Tom  and  Amy  will  also  be  there.  I  would  wel¬ 
come  any  phone  calls,  questions  that  you  might  have. 

One  last  thing — this  is  sort  of  the  unpaid  political  announcement. 
We  struggle  always  in  trying  to  find  any  nominees  for  sports  com¬ 
mittees  and  rules  committees.  Our  Nominating  Committee  in 
Division  II  does  a  great  job  of  helping  us  recruit  qualified  folks  for  our 
committees,  but  I  would  encourage  each  of  you  to  go  back  to  your 
coaches,  go  back  to  your  SWAs  and  encourage  them  to  either  self- 
nominate  or  you  nominate  them  for  a  lot  of  the  committee  positions 


that  are  open.  Those  vacancies  are  listed  in  The  NCAA  News  each 
issue.  Thank  you  for  your  time. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms,  Styles  Johnston:  Thank  you. 

We’re  going  to  break  early  for  lunch.  We  will  resume  promptly  at 
1  o’clock  instead  of  1:30  so  that  we  can  try  to  get  through  everything 
in  a  very  timely  manner.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  delegates  recessed  for  lunch.  I 

Monday  Afternoon 

WINDOW  OF  RECONSIDERATION 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  The  meeting  is  now  called  to  order. 
Please  take  your  seats  as  soon  as  possible. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  open  the  window  of  reconsideration 
for  those  proposals  in  the  Presidents  Council  grouping— Proposal 
Numbers  13  through  34.  Any  delegate  who  voted  on  the  prevailing 
side  of  any  legislation  within  the  Presidents  Council  grouping  con¬ 
sidered  earlier  today  may  move  for  reconsideration  at  this  time. 

I  see  no  one  standing,  so  the  window  of  reconsideration  is  closed. 
I’d  like  to  return  to  the  proposals  that  we  have  remaining  for  the 
afternoon  commencing  with  Proposal  No.  35. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

Recruiting — Telephone  Calls 

Robert  L.  Heiny  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal 
35. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.l 

Many  respective  student-athletes,  both  recruited  and  nonrecruit- 
ed,  have  committed  to  an  institution  and  intend  to  “walk-on”  to  an 
athletics  team,  but  have  not  signed  a  National  Letter  of  Intent. 
Under  current  recruiting  rules,  institutions  are  still  subject  to  limits 
on  the  number  of  telephone  calls  that  can  be  made  to  such  prospects. 
This  proposal  would  permit  an  institution  to  call  committed 
prospects  who  have  signed  the  institution’s  written  offer  of  admission 
or  financial  aid  on  the  same  basis  as  they  call  those  prospects  who 
signed  the  National  Letter  of  Intent. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 

legislation.  , 

Tab  Musser  (Clarion  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I  represent 
the  views  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  We  respect¬ 
fully  disagree  with  the  prior  statement. 

The  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  opposes  Proposal  No. 
35.  Just  because  a  prospective  student-athlete  signed  for  admission 
or  financial  aid,  this  action  does  not  guarantee  his  or  her  attendance 
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at  that  institution.  We  believe  if  restrictions  on  calls  were  eliminat-,  * 
ed  from  prospective  student-athletes  who  have  financial  aid  admis¬ 
sion  agreements,  it  would  result  in  an  increase  of  calls  to  prospective  f 
student-athletes. 

The  number  of  calls  the  student-athlete  will  receive  comes  at  a 
busy  time  of  year.  We  feel  Proposal  No.  35  adds  extra  stress  during 
an  important  decision-making  time  in  a  prospective  student-athlete’s 
life.  We  encourage  you  to  oppose  Proposal  No.  35.  Thank  you. 

James  Fallis  (University  of  Northern  Colorado):  Very  eloquent¬ 
ly  spoken  by  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  While  1 
respect  the  committee’s  efforts  in  addressing  the  nonrecruited  stu¬ 
dent-athletes,  I  think  it’s  important  to  understand  that  presently  stu¬ 
dents  may  only  sign  one  letter  of  intent  that  results  in  unlimited 
phone  calls  from  one  institution. 

However,  students  can  and  typically  do  sign  or  accept  more  than 
one  offer  of  admission  only  to  make  sure  they  have  the  same  option . 
when  it  comes  time  to  attend  school.  This  can  result  in  a  prospective 
student  receiving  unlimited  phone  calls  from  an  unlimited  number  of 
schools  and  coaches. 

More  importantly,  most  prospects  will  not  realize  what  the 
results  of  their  action  is  when  they  sign  that  acceptance.  To  acknowl¬ 
edge  a  letter  of  acceptance  will  have  a  profound  negative  effect  in  the- 
limits  of  phone  calls.  More  importantly  is  the  fact  that  at  the  present 
time  you  can  only  sign  one  letter  of  intent  that  results  in  unlimited 
calls  for  one  school.  There  is  no  legislation  limiting  the  number  of 
offers  of  admission  one  can  accept.  What  happens  when  the  prospect 
finally  docs  sign  the  letter  of  intent?  While  it  is  my  understanding 
that  once  you  sign  the  letter  of  intent,  all  the  other  calls  are  off,  I’m 
not  sure  how  clear  this  is.  To  me,  this  seems  to  be  an  increase  in  cost 
and  can  cause  some  confusion.  I  would  ask  the  Legislation  Com¬ 
mittee  to  review  the  legislation  and  address  the  issues  concerning 
walk-ons.  In  the  meantime,  I  urge  your  defeat  of  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  35  (Page  A-42)  was  defeated.] 

Offers  and  Inducements— Employment  of  Two-Year  Prospects 

Janet  Degginger  (Washburn  University  of  Topeka):  On  behalf 
of  the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  36. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Under  current  legislation,  an  institution  is  permitted  to  arrange 
employment  for  a  prospect  who  begins  after  the  completion  of  the 
prospect’s  senior  year  in  high  school.  Thus,  institutions  currently  are 
permitted  to  arrange  employment  opportunities  for  prospects  who 
attend  two-year  colleges,  including  nonqualifiers  or  partial  qualifiers 
who  fail  to  satisfy  the  initial-eligibility  requirements  upon  gradua¬ 
tion  from  high  school.  The  arrangement  of  employment  opportunities 
for  prospects  currently  enrolled  at  two-year  colleges  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  an  improper  offer  and  inducement,  inasmuch  as  it  creates 
unnecessary  pressure  for  institutions  to  arrange  for  employment 
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opportunities. 

Consistent  with  the  current  regulation  that  relates  to  high-school 
prospects,  once  a  prospect  enrolls  as  a  full-time  student  at  a  two-year 
college,  the  arrangement  for  employment  should  be  permissible  only 
if  the  employment  does  not  begin  until  such  time  as  the  prospect  has 
withdrawn  from  or  has  completed  requirements  for  graduation  at  the 
two-year  college. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this 
proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  36  (Page  A-42)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Recruiting — Video  Materials 


Dede  M.  Allen  (University  of  Alaska  Anchorage):  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal 


x 


[The  motion  was  seconded.) 

Most  institutions  have  Web  sites  today  that  are  available  to  fam¬ 
ilies  who  can  afford  computers.  This  proposal  would  allow  the  same 
type  of  information  contained  on  those  Web  sites,  for  example,  infor¬ 
mation  on  educational  offerings,  the  local  community,  to  be  shared 
with  prospects  who  cannot  afford  a  computer  or  Internet  access.  The 
Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  on  this  pro¬ 
posal. 

[Proposal  No.  37  (Page  A-43)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.! 


Advertisements  and  Promotions — Championships  Posters 


i 


Lisa  C.  Colvin  (Southern  Arkansas  University):  On  behalf  of 
the  Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal 
38. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

As  you  are  aware,  under  current  legislation,  it  is  permissible  for 
an  institution  hosting  an  NCAA  or  conference  championship  to  pro¬ 
duce  a  poster  to  promote  the  championship,  providing  that  you  do  not 
send  it  directly  to  prospects,  their  coaches  and/or  their  educational 
institution. 

Institutions  hosting  an  NCAA  or  conference  championship  may 
provide  information  related  to  the  event  through  general  correspon¬ 
dence.  Permitting  an  institution  that  is  hosting  an  NCAA  or  confer¬ 
ence  championship  to  produce  a  poster  promoting  the  championships 
and  send  it  to  high-school  coaches  and/or  their  educational  institu¬ 
tions  will  allow  for  a  more  effective  promotion  of  the  event. 

However,  in  order  to  minimize  the  use  of  these  posters  as  a 
recruiting  tool,  it  remains  impermissible  for  an  institution  to  send 
such  posters  directly  to  prospective  student-athletes.  The  Division  II 
Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  of  this  proposal. 

| Proposal  No.  38  (Page  A-44)  was  adopted.] 

Official  Visit — Complimentary  Admissions 

Michael  J.  Kovalchik  (Hillsdale  College):  On  behalf  of  the 
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Division  II  Legislation  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  39. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Complimentary  admissions  to  home  competitions  outside  the 
community  currently  are  available  to  prospects  and  parents,  or  legal 
guardians  or  spouse,  on  unofficial  visits.  However,  on  official  visits, 
complimentary  admissions  are  only  available  to  campus  athletics 
events.  Under  current  legislation,  a  prospect  can  purchase  a  ticket  to 
an  off-campus  home  contest  using  the  entertainment  allowance,  pro¬ 
vided  the  site  of  the  competition  is  within  the  permissible  30-mile 
radius. 

This  proposal  would  permit  a  prospect  and  his  or  her  parents, 
legal  guardians  or  spouse  to  attend  the  local  off-campus  regular-sea¬ 
son  home  competition  without  having  to  use  his  or  her  entertainment 
allowance. 

The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  urges  your  support  on  this 
proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  39  (Page  A-45)  was  adopted.] 

Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball 

Sallie  Beard  (Missouri  Southern  State  College):  On  behalf  of 
the  Mid-America  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association,  I  move 
Proposal  40. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  is  a  common-sense  approach  to  permit  basketball  coaches  to 
participate  in  coaching  activities  involving  nonscholastic-based 
teams,  provided  the  participants  have  not  entered  the  ninth  grade, 

A  situation  occurred  in  our  conference  last  year  when  a  volunteer 
coach  was  prohibited  from  coaching  her  daughter  on  a  grade-school 
team.  Coaches  in  other  sports  are  allowed  to  be  involved  with  youth 
teams  up  to  the  high-school  level  and  the  same  should  be  permitted 
for  basketball.  Thank  you. 

Fred  H.  Jacoby  (Lone  Star  Conference):  We  rise  to  support  this 
legislation.  We  think  it’s  common-sense  legislation.  If  we  have  sum¬ 
mer  basketball  camps  for  the  ninth  through  the  12th  grade,  certain¬ 
ly  we  ought  to  allow  coaches  to  coach  their  son  or  daughter  in  the  fifth 
grade  optimist  basketball  league.  So  we  support  this  as  common- 
sense  legislation. 

Tim  W.  Selgo  (Grand  Valley  State  University):  I’d  like  to  speak 
in  opposition  to  this  proposal.  While  the  previous  comments  are  well- 
understood,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  many  nonscholastic  bas¬ 
ketball  teams  (i.e.,  AAU  basketball  teams),  while  trying  to  permit  our 
coaches  to  coach  at  the  eighth-grade  level,  belong  to  AAU  organiza¬ 
tions,  They  have  a  13-and-under  team,  a  14-and-under  team,  a  16- 
and-under  team  and  so  on.  It  will  put  our  coaches  in  proximity  with- 
organizations  that  have  individuals  of  a  prospect’s  age. 

I’d  also  like  to  point  out  that  I  think  we  are  all  well  aware  of  some 
of  the  concerns  that  have  been  expressed  in  college  basketball  and 
recruiting  as  it  relates  to  nonscholastic  basketball.  I  know  our 
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Division  I  folks,  I  believe,  have  a  committee  that  has  looked  very  hard 
at  this  issue,  and  there  are  some  very  real  concerns  associated  with 
it.  1  know  Division  III  doesn’t  permit  it.  I  know  we  are  our  own  divi¬ 
sion  but  1  would  encourage  Division  II  to  vote  this  down. 

[Proposal  No.  40  (Page  A-45)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Season  of  Competition  Waiver— 60-Day  Deadline 
Anthony  Capon  (University  of  Pittsburgh,  Johnstown):  On 
behalf  of  the  Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee,  I  move 
adoption  of  Proposal  41. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  .  . 

This  is  a  proposal  that  is  designed  to  eliminate  a  provision  of  the 
legislation  that  requires  season  of  competition  waivers  to  be  submit¬ 
ted  within  60  days  of  the  date  that  the  institution  first  becomes 
aware  that  the  student-athlete  competed  while  ineligible. 

The  60-day  requirement  seems  to  serve  no  legitimate  purpose 
and  it  can  unfairly  penalize  a  student-athlete  if  the  institution  care- 
lesslv  or  inadvertently  fails  to  meet  the  deadline. 

This  proposal  will  eliminate  the  60-day  requirement.  We  urge 
adoption  of  this  proposal  and  recommend  an  immediate  effective 

[Proposal  No.  41  (Page  A-46)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Contest  Exemption— Division  11 
Football — Mineral  Water  Bowl 

Ms.  Styles  Johnson:  Proposal  No.  42  is  a  football-only  vote. 
Only  those  schools  that  sponsor  football  can  vote  on  this  proposal 
Kay  Schallenkamp  (Emporia  State  University).  I  mo 

Proposal  No.  42, 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  legislation  is  modeled  after  the  Pioneer  Bowl,  which  match¬ 
es  teams  from  the  Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association  and 
the  Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference.  This  game  has 

been  in  existence  since  1997.  Mrii 

In  this  proposal,  the  top-ranked  teams  not  selected  for  the  NCAA 
Division  II  Football  Championship  from  the  Mid-America 
Intercollegiate  Athletic  Association  and  the  Northern  Sun 
Intercollegiate  Conference  will  play  in  a  postseason  game  held  in 

ExCproce^Psrifrom  the  game  are  donated  to  charitable  and  education¬ 
al  organizations  in  the  local  community.  This  game  will  increase  the 
exposure  and  the  visibility  for  Division  II  football  on  a  regional  aid 
national  basis.  This  is  permissive  legislation.  The  MIAA  and  NS1C 
encourages  other  conferences  to  do  the  same  to  promote  Division  11 

f°0t  James  H.  Jordon  (Delta  State  University);  I  think  it’s  a  great 
idea,  but  we  make  an  exception  for  two  conferences.  I  think  we  need 
to  do  it  for  everybody  to  have  a  chance  to  go  to  a  bowl  game.  So  I  m 


opposed.  I  think  it’s  a  good  idea,  we’re  not  opposed  to  the  idea,  but 
we’d  like  to  go  a  bowl,  too,  if  we  don’t  make  the  NCAA  playoff. 

This  isn’t  a  deregulation  rule.  Now  we  are  making  an  exception 
for  two  conferences.  I  feel  like  we  ought  to  look  at  it  and  make  it  good 
for  everybody  or  not  at  all. 

Richard  Cosby  (Clark  Atlanta  University):  We  support  this 
particular  legislation.  We  think  it  expands  opportunities  for  Division 
II  postseason  play  for  student-athletes.  We’d  like  to  go  on  record  as 
endorsing  this  proposal  because  we  think  it  would  add  to  our  confer¬ 
ence. 

Leon  Kerry  (Central  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference):  The 
exception  has  already  been  made — the  Pioneer  Bowl  was  approved. 
It’s  good  for  Division  II.  It’s  good  for  the  Mineral  Water  Bowl.  It 
gains  extra  exposure  for  the  young  men  who  play  football  and  addi¬ 
tional  revenue  for  the  conferences  and  for  the  schools  that  support  it. 

Thomas  R.  Wistrcill  (Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference):  I 
have  a  question  and  maybe  a  point  of  clarification.  Is  it  true  with  the 
Pioneer  Bowl  that  a  team  chose  not  to  participate  in  the  Division  II 
football  playoffs  and  chose  to  participate  in  the  bowl  game  instead? 
If  someone  either  at  the  podium  or  within  those  conferences  can 
answer  that  question,  please. 

Mr.  Kerry:  Not  true.  The  First  option  is  for  the  playoffs.  The  sec¬ 
ond-place  team  that  does  not  go  to  the  playoff  participates  in  the 
Pioneer  Bowl. 

Mr.  Wistrcill:  Thank  you. 

I  ask  that  question  simply  because  in  our  discussion  with  our 
conference,  we  didn’t  have  a  problem  with  the  NSIC  and  the  MIAA 
having  a  bowl  game.  Our  concern  was  that  we  were  excited  they  did 
it  down  South.  We’re  excited  they  are  doing  it  there.  Our  concern 
was  about  where  do  we  draw  the  line  as  far  as  if  we  get  eight,  10,  12, 
14  of  these  bowl  games.  It  might  be  great  for  Division  II  football,  but 
at  some  point,  does  it  take  away  from  our  Division  II  championship 
and  the  television  revenue.?  We’re  thinking  that  maybe  at  some 
point  we’re  going  to  gain  some  major  exposure  out  of  this. 

Our  concern  out  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conference  was 
where  do  we  draw  the  line?  I’m  not  sure  that  two  bowl  games  would 
draw  it.  I’m  not  sure  10  is  the  number,  but  that  is  our  concern. 

Nathan  N.  Salant  (Gulf  South  Conference):  I  think  that  the 
group  should  note  this  increased  interest  in  more  postseason  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  football.  At  the  Division  II  commissioners’  meeting  in 
November,  this  was  an  issue  that  came  to  the  floor  and  there  was  a 
unanimous  feeling  among  the  football-playing  member  conferences 
that  there  is  a  need  for  the  Championships  Committee  to  look  at  the 
size  of  the  field  in  Division  II  football. 

In  terms  of  student-athlete  numbers,  the  numbers  playing  foot¬ 
ball  are  very,  very  high.  In  terms  of  opportunities,  they  are  very,  very 
minimal.  There  is  a  tremendous  imbalance  in  the  number  of  teams  in 
one  of  the  regions  as  compared  to  some  of  the  others. 
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I  think  that  it’s  great  that  people  want  the  bowl  games.  It’s  won¬ 
derful  that  they  will  work  within  regions  and  between  conferences 
that  have  the  right  kind  of  relationship.  But  again,  I  think  it  speaks 
to  a  greater  issue.  Even  though  it’s  an  imbalance  and  even  though 
it’s  not  popular  yet  to  reexamine  the  need  for  expansion  in  some  of 
the  men’s  sports,  football  is  crying  out  at  least  in  the  south  and  ask¬ 
ing  for  help  in  an  expansion  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  Football 
Championship  for  postseason  play. 

Doug  Echols  (South  Atlantic  Conference):  I’d  like  to  speak  in 
favor  of  Proposal  42. 

As  Commissioner  Salant  has  indicated,  there  is  a  need  for  expansion 
of  the  bracket  size  in  Division  II  football.  Many  good  teams  are  simply 
not  able  to  continue  playing  because  of  bracket  size.  The  bowl  opportu¬ 
nity  does  offer  that  chance  for  good  teams  to  continue  participation. 

1  also  thought  that  Jim  Jordan  made  a  very  good  point  regarding 
just  doing  these  piecemeal.  Perhaps  we  ought  to  look  at  what  the 
long-term  aspects  of  this  might  be,  except  that  I  don’t  think  we  ought 
to  take  that  out  of  this  particular  proposal. 

I  would  hope  that  this  body  would  support  Proposal  42  in  cre¬ 
ation  of  this  bowl.  Let’s  think  in  terms  of  both  expansion  for  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  championships  for  football  in  Division  II  as  well  as  other 
bowl  opportunities  for  those  teams  that  are  not  participating  in 
NCAA  championships.  I  urge  your  support  for  42. 

Ed  Harris  (West  Texas  A&M  University):  I’m  very  much  in  sup¬ 
port  of  what  Doug  is  saying. 

I  think  we  should  support  this,  but  I  would  like  to  see  us  think  in 
terms  of  not  having  to  write  a  new  paragraph  in  the  booklet  each 
time.  Let’s  come  up  with  a  way  to  set  this  up  for  schools  to  do  it  so 
that  we  can  get  the  bowl  games  approved  without  expanding  the  size 
of  the  Manual, 

Wallace  Jackson  (Southern  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Confer¬ 
ence):  We  have  followed  all  provisions.  I  don’t  think  two  conferences 
should  be  penalized  for  following  the  process.  I  urge  you  all  to  sup¬ 
port  the  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  42  (Page  A-47)  was  adopted,] 

Maximum  Dates  of  Competition — Division  II  Women's  Lacrosse 

Stephen  L.  Murray  (Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference):  I 
move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  43. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  42  can  be  categorized  as  a  permissive  piece  of  legislation 
that  would  provide  participation  opportunities  during  the  noncham¬ 
pionship  segment  in  the  sport  of  women’s  lacrosse. 

This  establishes  the  same  level  of  participation  opportunities 
that  currently  exist  for  similar  sports  in  Division  II  and  should  be 
extended  to  the  fast-growing  sport  that  will  begin  Division  II  cham¬ 
pionship  play  in  2001.  The  Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference 
strongly  urges  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  43. 

Marjorie  Trout  (Millersville  University  of  Pennsylvania):  I’m 
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here  to  represent  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents 
Council.  We  urge  you  to  support  this  proposal.  I  think  Commissioner 
Murray  has  explained  the  reason  for  it.  We  certainly  do  support  the 
same  participation  in  the  nonchampionship  segment  for  all  sports. 

[Proposal  No.  43  (Page  A-48)  was  adopted.] 

Preseason  Practice  Start  Date — Division  II  Tennis 

Dave  Brunk  (Northeast- 10  Conference):  I  would  like  to  move 
Proposal  44. 

TThe  motion  was  seconded.  | 

This  particular  piece  of  legislation  will  permit  an  institution  that 
is  a  member  of  a  conference  that  conducts  its  only  conference  cham¬ 
pionship  in  tennis  during  the  fall  the  opportunity  to  commence  prac¬ 
tice  August  24  or  the  first  day  of  classes,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Since  1997,  when  legislation  was  adopted  to  set  September  7  for  the 
first  day  of  class  as  the  date  when  preseason  practice  in  tennis  can  com¬ 
mence,  waiver  requests  have  been  submitted  by  conference  offices  or 
institutions  that  granted  enabling  an  earlier  start. 

Passage  of  this  legislation  would  eliminate  the  repetitive  burden 
placed  on  the  membership  and  NCAA  staff  and  allow  those  affected 
schools  the  flexibility  of  an  earlier  start  date. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Northeast-10  Conference  urges  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  Proposal  44. 

[Proposal  No.  44  (Page  A-49)  was  adopted.] 

First  Date  of  Competition — Division  II  Tennis 

Thomas  J.  Brown  (Great  Lakes  Intercollegiate  Athletic 
Conference):  I  move  Proposal  No.  45. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Proposal  45  really  is  a  piggyback  on  No.  44.  The  rationale  is  pret¬ 
ty  straightforward.  It's  really  to  have  a  level  playing  field  for  those 
schools  that  have  tennis  in  a  conference  in  their  traditional  season  in 
the  nontraditional  season.  It  would  allow  them  all  to  start  at  the 
same  time  with  playing.  We  urge  support  of  this. 

[Proposal  No.  45  (Page  A-50)  was  adopted.] 

Division  II  Membership — Transfer  of  Provisional  Membership 

Kaye  P.  Crook  (Coker  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  II 
Membership  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  46, 

[The  motion  was  seconded,] 

During  the  first  two  years  of  provisional  membership,  institu¬ 
tions  are  educated  regarding  the  requirements  for  active  member¬ 
ship  in  the  division  that  the  institution  has  selected.  During  the  edu¬ 
cational  segment  of  provisional  membership,  some  institutions  that 
initially  sought  Division  I  or  III  membership  may  discover  that  they 
are  better  suited  for  Division  II  membership.  When  such  circum¬ 
stances  occur,  the  provisional  member  transferring  from  I  or  III  into 
Division  II  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to  do  so  without  requir¬ 
ing  them  to  begin  the  four-year  process  over  again. 
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The  Division  II  Membership  Committee  urges  your  support  of 
this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  46  (Page  A-50)  was  adopted.] 

Change  of  Division  Membership- 
Notification  and  Championships  Eligibility 

Mary  Gardner  (Bloomsburg  University  of  Pennsylvania):  On 
behalf  of  the  Division  II  Membership  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of 
Proposal  47. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

Currently,  a  Division  II  institution  that  wishes  to  reclassify  to 
Division  III  must  only  inform  the  national  office  June  1  prior  to  the 
September  1  in  which  it  wishes  to  become  a  Division  III  member. 

Further,  such  an  institution  remains  eligible  for  Division  II 
championships  during  the  reclassification  compliance  period. 
However,  in  order  to  meet  the  reclassification  requirements,  the 
Division  II  institution  must  have  complied  with  Division  III  legisla¬ 
tion  for  three  years  prior  to  reclassification.  ,  . 

In  this  regard,  since  these  institutions  are  applying  Division  III 
legislation  and  focused  on  transitioning  to  Division  III,  the  institu¬ 
tion  should  not  be  eligible  for  selection  for  Division  II  championships 
during  this  time  period,  and  staff  members  from  the  institution 
should  be  excluded  from  service  on  Division  II  committees. 

The  Division  II  Membership  Committee  urges  your  support  of 

this  proposal.  .....  , 

Allen  Lee  Sessoms  (Queens  College,  New  York):  As  a  member 
of  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council,  I  urge  your  support  for  Proposal 
47. 

The  Division  II  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council 
believe  that  this  legislation  is  necessary  to  address  concerns  regard¬ 
ing  membership  reclassification.  This  proposal  establishes  a  notifi¬ 
cation  period  for  schools  that  intend  to  reclassify  from  Division  II  to 
Division  III.  Such  a  notification  requirement  already  exists  when  a 
school  moves  from  Division  II  to  Division  I. 

In  addition,  the  Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council  are 
committed  to  ensuring  that  schools  represented  on  Division  II  com¬ 
mittees  and  schools  competing  in  Division  II  championships  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  Division  II  philosophy.  This  legislation  will  prevent 
schools  that  have  decided  to  reclassify  to  Division  III  from  continuing 
to  participate  in  Division  II  events  and  being  involved  in  Division  II 
committee  issues.  For  these  reasons,  I  urge  you  to  support  Proposal 

No.  47.  ,  ,  .  , 

Kelly  Higgins  (University  of  South  Dakota):  I  rise  m  support  ot 
47-A  and  -C.  1  have  a  question  as  to  47-B.  In  all  honesty,  why  are  we 
concerned  about  whether  or  not  they  are  participating  in  the  Division 
II  championships  when  they  have  made  the  commitment  to  reduce 
the  resources  they  give  to  athletic  programs?  My  question  would  be, 
how  long  then  must  they  wait  once  they  are  in  Division  III  to  partic- 


ipate  in  championships  as  well?  Why  would  you  want  to  hurt  the 
opportunity  of  the  student-athletes  to  participate  if  it’s  possible?  I’d 
certainly  like  to  pull  that  off  for  separate  consideration. 

James  R,  Johnson  (NCAA  Staff):  They  would  be  immediately 
eligible  once  they  became  classified  in  Division  III.  It  would  be  a 
three-year  period  that  they  would  be  ineligible  for  any  championship. 

Ms.  Higgins:  Thank  you,  Jim.  My  question  still  stands.  What's 
there  to  fear  in  allowing  institutions  to  participate?  Proposal  47-A 
and  -C  makes  sense  philosophically  in  the  future  of  the  programs  of 
Division  II,  but  why  deny  them  that  opportunity  when  they  have 
clearly  made  a  decision  to  reduce  the  resources  in  their  program  to 
make  that  maneuver?  Of  course,  that’s  with  the  expectation  we  all 
understand  that  Division  III  does  have  fewer  resources.  That  doesn’t 
mean  I  agree  with  that,  of  course. 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Kelly,  before  you  leave,  I  feel  compelled  to 
tell  you  that  you  can  separate  these  if  you  wish  to  present  something 
to  do  so. 

Mr,  Higgins:  I  move  to  separate  47-B  for  separate  consideration. 

[The  motion  was  seconded  and  failed.] 

[Proposal  No.  47  (Page  A-51)  was  adopted.] 

Change  of  Division  Membership — Committee  Service 

Penny  Clayton  (Drury  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  II 
Membership  Committee,  I  move  adoption  of  Proposal  48. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  NCAA  Division  II  Membership  Committee  believes  that 
when  a  Division  II  institution  forwards  its  intent  to  reclassify  to 
Division  I,  individuals  from  the  institution  should  no  longer  serve  on 
Division  II  committees. 

These  personnel  are  at  that  time  focused  on  Division  I  issues  and 
completing  the  transition  to  Division  I.  This  doesn’t  make  it  possible 
for  such  individuals  to  contribute  effectively  to  conducting  a  commit¬ 
tee’s  business.  The  committee  believes  that  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
division,  committee  service  should  be  restricted  to  personnel  from 
Division  II  institutions  and  should  not  be  extended  to  personnel  from 
reclassifying  institutions. 

The  Division  II  Membership  Committee  urges  your  support  of 
this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  48  (Page  A-53)  was  adopted.] 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  There  is  some  housekeeping  things.  It’s 
very  important  that  we  talk  to  you  before  you  leave.  Mike  Racy  has 
a  couple  of  announcements  to  give  you. 

Mike  Racy  (NCAA  Staff):  We  got  done  so  quickly  with  the  leg¬ 
islation  that  we  didn’t  have  time  to  make  copies  of  all  of  the  roll-call 
votes,  the  institutional  list.  I  think  there  are  copies  through  Proposal 
26  out  at  the  interpretations  center  as  you  leave.  If  you  would  like  to 
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see  the  institutional  list  for  other  proposals,  we  have  those  in  the  gov¬ 
ernance  staff  work  room,  which  is  just  across  the  hall  as  you  exit. 
Stop  by  there  if  you  want  to  check  that.  I’m  going  to  turn  it  back  over 
to  Chancellor  Johnston. 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Thanks  very  much,  Mike.  It’s  very  rare 
when  we  finish  in  such  a  timely  fashion.  Do  you  have  any  matters  of 
concern  that  you’d  like  to  raise?  The  only  thing  thats  standing 
between  you  and  the  sunshine  outside  is  how  many  Questions  we  get 
or  comments.  But  feel  free  to  go  to  the  microphone  if  you  are  so 
moved. 

Jo  Spearman  (Mississippi  University  for  Women):  1  m  sorry  to 
be  standing  between  you  and  the  sunshine. 

I  do  have  grave  concerns  about  the  athletic  training  issue  that 
was  raised  in  the  Division  II  meeting  yesterday.  I  thought  the  presi¬ 
dent  from  Fort  Hays  made  some  very,  very  good  points.  If  you're  not- 
paying  attention  to  the  athletic  training  issue,  you  need  to  be.  I  have 
concerns  about  the  percentages  that  were  produced  yesterday. 

I  would  like  to  know  what  the  actual  numbers  were.  How  many 
of  those  schools  that  the  questionnaire  was  sent  to  are  actually 
Division  II  institutions?  I  think  percentages  can  be  used  in  different 
ways.  The  actual  number  becomes  very,  very  important. 

I  am  very  interested  in  how  institutions  are  going  to  solve  this 
problem  and  would  love  to  hear  from  you.  I  agree  with  the  Fort  Hays 
president  that  I  think  money  is  the  motivating  principle  here.  I  was 
concerned  that  the  NATA  representative  made  the  statement  that  in 
the  1980s,  their  test  was  not  being  passed  by  Division  II  institutions 
that  have  an  internship  program.  Rather  than  take  that  as  a  nega¬ 
tive,  I  will  take  it  as  a  positive  that  the  test  was  doing  its  job  of  keep¬ 
ing  those  who  were  not  qualified  from  being  athletic  trainers.  To  me, 
it  puts  the  onus  on  the  institution  to  do  a  good  job  of  preparing  your 
students. 

I  think  we  all  know  that  if  students  do  not  pass  certification  tests, 
the  word  is  going  to  be  out  on  you  very  quickly  that  you  are  not  doing 
a  good  job  and  that  students  are  not  getting  the  opportunity  to  go  on 
and  become  athletic  trainers.  I  am  very  interested  in  seeing  that  the 
internship  program  remain. 

James  W.  Watson  (West  Liberty  State  College):  Thank  you  for 
expressing  concern.  Those  of  you  who  were  at  the  forum  yesterday 
are  now  aware  of  a  problem  that  you  may  not  have  been  prior  to  this 
Convention.  This  really  just  came  into  focus  last  April  when  the 
Management  Council  met  in  Newport  Beach.  What  we  tried  to  do  yes¬ 
terday  was  to  raise  the  level  of  awareness  without  getting  into  a  full 
assault  of  the  NATA.  That  may  come  later.  I  was  very  curious  to  note 
as  we  discussed  this  in  the  Management  Council  that  we’ve  only  seen 
very  few  statistics  from  the  NATA  at  the  Management  Council  level. 
The  competitive  safeguards  committee  may  have  seen  more  data,  but  if 
you  were  here  yesterday  you  heard  me  challenge  the  representative  to 
go  back  and  to  work  at  least  in  reopening  a  discussion,  which  up  until 
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yesterday  had  pretty  much  been  shut  down.  There  was  a  total  lack  of 
willingness,  at  least,  at  certain  levels  to  discuss  this  issue. 

I  also  found  it  very  interesting  from  the  statistic  that  only  20  per¬ 
cent  of  NATA  certified  trainers  are  employed  at  the  collegiate  level.  We 
would  estimate  that  maybe  5  to  10  percent  are  in  professional  ranks 
and  this  leads  the  vast  majority.  The  rest  of  the  certified  trainers  are  in 
the  high  school  ranks.  1  think  that  there  is  clearly  a  desire  for  upward 
mobility.  In  this  great  land  of  America,  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
that.  However,  the  problem  is,  I  believe  that  the  NATA  feels  that  they 
have  a  supply  of  trainers  that  is  more  than  adequate  and  they  would 
like  to  see  those  trainers  employed  at  NCAA  institutions  before  we  turn 
out  another  bumper  crop.  The  internship  program  has  certainly  led  to 
a  greater  number  of  trainers. 

So  we’re  hoping  that  the  competitive  safeguards  committee  will 
continue  to  press  this  issue  and  look  for  ways  to  revisit  some  of  these 
decisions  that  were  made  apparently  with  minimal  input  on  the  part  of 
the  Association 

Ms.  Styles  Johnston:  Thank  you,  very  much.  I  forgot  one  little 
thing  that  I  have  to  do.  I’m  obliged  to  say  that  if  you  wish  to  reconsid¬ 
er  any  of  the  proposals  between  35  and  48,  this  would  be  the  appropri¬ 
ate  time  to  do  so.  Seeing  that  there  are  none,  we  consider  that  you  liked 
them  all. 

I’d  like  to  say  a  few  brief  remarks.  When  we  came  to  the 
Convention,  we  recognized  that  we  had  47  proposals.  There  was  a  great 
deal  of  anxiety  as  if  we  could  even  come  close  to  finishing  the  meeting 
by  5  o’clock  and  what  we  would  do  if  we  had  to  go  into  overtime  with 
this.  I  want  to  thank  all  of  you  for  diligently  paying  attention  and  mov¬ 
ing  through  a  very  laborious  process  that  you  helped  to  make  very  pain¬ 
less,  We  think  that  this  will  benefit  our  Association  tremendously. 

I  hope  that  there  is  no  feeling  from  anyone  that  because  we  moved 
so  expeditiously  that  there  has  been  any  stifle  of  dialogue.  Part  of  the 
philosophy  that  we  have  in  our  division  is  certainly  one  of  openness  and 
inclusiveness  and  respect  for  individual  thoughts,  even  when  they  may 
disagree  with  our  own  position.  The  future  vitality  of  our  Association  is 
very  important  for  us  to  preserve  the  kind  of  camaraderie  and  profes¬ 
sionalism  and  civility  that  exists  in  Division  II. 

Having  said  that,  I  am  very  pleased  for  the  progress  that  we  have 
made  at  the  meeting  today,  and  I  look  forward  to  seeing  you  at  next 
year’s  Convention  in  Orlando. 

[The  Division  II  business  session  was  adjourned.] 
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□  Division  ODD  Forann 


Sunday  Afternoon,  January  9,  2000 

The  Division  III  forum  was  called  to  order  at  1:30  p.m.,  with  Pres¬ 
idents  Council  Chair  Ann  Die,  Hendrix  College,  presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Die:  Good  afternoon,  and  welcome  to  this  afternoon’s  Divi¬ 
sion  III  issues  forum.  I  am  Ann  Die,  president  of  Hendrix  College  and 
chair  of  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council.  Joining  me  at  the  dais 
are  Megan  Stevens,  a  student-athlete  from  State  University  of  New 
York  at  Cortland  and  a  member  of  our  Student-Athlete  Advisory 
Committee;  Carol  Wittmeyer,  vice-president  for  university  relations 
at  Alfred  University;  Rob  Morrissey,  a  member  of  the  Student-Athlete 
Advisory  Committee  from  Vassar  College;  and  Michael  Josephson, 
the  founder  of  the  Josephson  Institute  of  Ethics.  You  will  hear  more 
about  and  from  each  of  these  individuals  in  a  few  minutes. 

This  is  the  third  year  we  have  conducted  a  Division  III  issues 
forum  on  Sunday  afternoon  at  the  Convention.  Each  year,  we  have 
focused  on  issues  that  are  of  particular  importance  to  our  student- 
athletes,  and  we  have  involved  our  student-athletes  directly  in  our 
presentations.  This  is  consistent  with  our  division’s  strategic  plan, 
which  places  special  emphasis  on  issues  of  student-athlete  welfare 
and  membership  education.  Of  course,  this  is  also  consistent  with 
our  division’s  philosophy  segment,  which  places  the  highest  priority 
on  the  overall  quality  of  the  student-athletes’  educational  experience. 

This  year’s  format  is  no  exception,  as  we  will  focus  on  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  positive  student-athlete  behavior.  With  the  help  of  our 
Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  we  have  identified  subtopics 
and  speakers  who  I  know  will  capture  your  interest  over  the  next  two 
hours.  My  thanks  to  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  for  its 
help  in  this  regard;  and  I  ask  them  to  stand  at  this  moment,  please. 
(Applause)  We  thank  them  for  the  work  they  have  put  into  this  af¬ 
ternoon’s  session. 

You  probably  noticed  one  difference  from  our  past  forums.  We 
have  seated  you  at  round  tables  this  year  in  order  to  foster  greater  di¬ 
alogue  and  interaction.  We  have  also  attempted  to  seat  a  student- 
athlete  at  or  near  each  table  to  ensure  our  discussions  are  as  relevant 
and  beneficial  as  possible.  I’ll  ask  our  student-athletes  to  stand,  even 
those  who  are  not  members  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee.  (Applause)  I  can  assure  you  they  appear  although  they  did 
not  all  jump  to  their  feet  at  once. 

I  am  about  to  introduce  Megan  Stevens.  Megan  plays  lacrosse 
and  is  on  track  to  graduate  in  2001.  She  not  only  serves  on  our  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  but  also  is  a  new  student-athlete 
representative  on  the  NCAA’s  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics.  I 
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will  also  note  that  Megan  spent  the  fall  semester  in  London,  so  we  are 
happy  to  have  her  back  with  us  in  the  States  and  here  today.  Meg 
(Applause) 

DEVELOPING  POSITIVE  STUDENT-ATHLETE  BEHAVIOR  FORUM 

Megan  Stevens  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  Thank 
you,  President  Die,  and  good  afternoon.  On  behalf  of  the  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  welcome  to  the  Division  III  forum  on 
developing  positive  student-athlete  behavior  First,  I  would  like  to 
call  your  attention  to  the  resource  table  outside  this  room.  There  are 
materials  on  the  table  related  to  host  conduct  and  character  educa¬ 
tion.  Please  take  only  one  packet  per  institution.  We  would  like  to 
thank  all  those  institutions  and  conference  offices  that  provided 
these  materials.  If  you  need  more  materials,  please  feel  free  to  con¬ 
tact  the  national  office  staff  members.  ,. 

The  goal  of  this  forum  is  to  learn  and  lead  dialogue  and  to  discuss 
issues  related  to  develop  positive  student-athlete  behavior  and  to  ul¬ 
timately  provide  you  with  information  and  resources  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  codes  of  conduct  and  campus  policies.  As  President  Die  men¬ 
tioned,  the  top  priority  in  Division  III  is  student-athlete  welfare^  One 
of  the  tenets  of  th'e  Division  III  philosophy  is  to  encourage  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  sportsmanship  and  positive  societal  attitudes  in  all  deci¬ 
sions,  including  student-athletes,  coaches,  administrative  personnel, 

Irf  that  regard,  it  is  imperative  that  you  involve  student-athletes 
to  the  greatest  degree  possible  while  planning  and  developing  your 
campus  and  conference  codes  of  conduct.  Student-athletes  are  part 
of  the  problem;  therefore,  it  is  both  logical  and  essential  that  you 
make  us  part  of  the  solution.  Members  of  the  Division  III  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee  are  in  attendance  at  this  forum  and  will 
be  located  from  table  to  table.  I  strongly  encourage  you  to  dialogue 
with  them  and  have  them  share  their  views  with  you  on  this  issue. 
We  believe  student-athletes  can  be  instrumental  in  assisting  in  the 

development  and  implementation  of  codes  of  conduct. 

Many  of  you  will  recall  last  year’s  discussion  regarding  alcohol 
use  and  abuse  on  athletics  teams.  It  was  led  by  Alfred  President  Dr. 
Ed  Coll  The  study  was  followed  by  the  release  of  Alfred  s  landmark- 
study  on  student  initiation  rites.  Many  of  you  provided  information 
that  was  reflected  in  this  study.  Unfortunately,  due  to  illness,  Presi¬ 
dent  Coll  will  not  be  here  with  us  today.  Substituting  for  President 

Coll  is  Dr.  Carol  Wittmeyer.  . ,  .  ..  , 

Dr.  Wittmeyer  is  the  associate  vice-president  for  university  rela¬ 
tions  at  Alfred  University.  As  associate  vice-president,  Dr.  Wittmeyer 
is  responsible  for  prospect  management  and  special  solicitation  pro¬ 
grams.  She  will  assist  in  the  overall  management  of  the  division  oi 
university  relations.  Dr.  Wittmeyer  is  very  familiar  with  Alfreds 
study  and  will  be  discussing  the  results  of  the  study  and  its  impact 
on  campuses  across  the  nation.  (Applause) 
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Parol  Wittmever  (Alfred  University);  Thank  you,  Megan,  lom 
second  choice.  That  was  the  principle  author  of  the  researcn,  u  . 

of  another  student  tragedy,  a  young  man  who  lost  his  life  in  a  frater- 

m  Thfetic  direc?o^,’  235  student-development  vice-presidents; 

2  027  student-athletes.  Thank  you  for  your  help.  ^,nd  that  hazing 
’  Alfred’s  Study  including  its  3,500  participants,  found  that  hazing 

c  J S. all NCAA  divisions,  all  lypas  apd  sizes  of  “""P'-f  • ^ % 

sr 

^  Th^isn’t  a  research  methodology  session  here  today,  but  we  wish 

SSSSSSSSSSSSSe 

,-iss 

tiVitYou  mieht  be  thinking.  “So  what,  Carol,  they  wear  funny  clothes?” 
But  we’ve  learned  that  participation  in  particular  types  of  behaviors 
^n, TicaVt Iv Predicts  more  serious  hazing  is  probably  present.  Let 

If 

mm  four  categories:  acceptable  initiation  behaviors,  number  one. 


Division  III  Forum 


213 


second,  questionable  initiation  behaviors;  third,  alcohol-related;  and' 
ourth,  unacceptable.  I’d  like  to  talk  about  each  of  these  for  a  minute. 

Acceptable  initiation  activities,  the  response  rate  on  that  was 
about  20  percent  of  students.  By  the  way,  females  were  more  likely 
o  e  in  this  population  than  males.  That  translates  to  about  60,000 
students  nationally.  I 11  give  you  a  list  from  the  numbers  responding 
attending  preseason  training;  another  example,  tests  of  skill  en¬ 
durance,  or  performance;  keeping  a  specific  GPA  is  another ’one' 
dressing  up  for  a  team  function,  having  to  wear  suits  to  events;  at- 
ending  a  skit  night  or  a  team  roast;  doing  voluntary  community  ser¬ 
vice,  taking  an  oath  or  contract  about  behavior;  and  completing  a 
ropes  course.  Now,  those  are  initiation  development  things 

Lets  move  on  to  hazing.  In  the  next  category  of  questionable  ini- 

20  ,P!rCent  °Lf  the  students  told  us  that  this  is  what 
they  d!d.  That  translates  to  about  60,000  students  nationally  By  de- 
mi  ion,  these  seem  to  be  humiliating  activities  but  not  dangerous  or 
potentially  illegal  activities.  Examples  they  gave  us:  yelling  cursing 
swearing;  wearing  embarrassing  clothes;  tatooing,  piercing  head 
shaving;  participation  in  exercise  and  athletics  not  related  to  their 
sport;  association  with  specific  people  and  not  others;  acting  as  a  per- 
sona  servant  to  players  off  the  field;  depriving  themselves  of  food 
sleep,  or  hygiene;  consuming  extreme  spicy  or  disgusting  concoctions.’ 

1  he  third  category  of  initiation  was  strictly  alcohol  related.  Fortv 
percent  of  our  students  said  they  participated  in  these  initiations. 

I  his  came  as  a  surprise  to  us.  There  were  two  things  they  told  us  in 
^,C*,t®gory'  The  flrst  is  that  42  percent  of  the  students  consumed 

Hon?'  TdhUnng  re.Cr(utmg~before  they  even  enrolled  at  the  institu- 
tions.  The  second  thing  we  learned  is  that  most— about  half  of  the 

students— participated  in  drinking  contests  when  they  arrived  on 
campus.  J  UJ1 

Fi?ally' the  fourtb  category  of  initiation  that  we  consider  hazing 
are  other  unacceptable  initiation  activities.  Well  over  20  percent  of 

tiol Sly* SR?ddhf  t  trey  pfarticipated  in  this’ which  about  70,000  na¬ 
tionally  By  definition,  from  our  work  we  defined  this  as  activities 

that  carry  a  high  probability  of  danger  or  injury  or  could  result  in 
criminal  charges.  Let  me  give  you  a  list:  making  prank  calls;  ha¬ 
rassing  others;  destroying  or  stealing  property;  engaging  in  sexual 
ae*,:  being  tied  up.  taped  up,  „r  confined  ,„Ps,i  sp^blfS 

fraiperted  '  °r  '  ‘he  h,t  0ne'  b“"S  Wrapped  or 

So  if  you  add  up  those  three  that  we  call  hazing  that  means 
about  80  Percent  of  the  students  were  hazed  and  60  percent  were  in¬ 
volved  m  alcohol-related  ways.  It  might  be  easy  for  us  as  adults  to 
lscuss  the  questionable  activities  as  ones  of  endurance,  but  one  of 
the  things  we  learned  from  our  research  was  that  in  far  too  many  in- 
s  ances,  the  humiliating  and/or  degrading  activities  and  questionable 

Hanllr68’  Tu  preludato  and  Predictor  for  more  serious  and  more 
dangerous  behaviors.  That  is,  when  you  see  what  appears  to  be  an 
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*  incident  of  silly  behavior — doing  push-ups  outside  of  team  practice  or 
the  team  all  has  their  heads  shaved — we  know  that  there’s  a  90-per- 

•  cent  chance  that  those  same  athletes  are  going  to  do  dangerous  or  il¬ 
legal  things.  For  example,  for  those  who  are  forced  to  wear  embar¬ 
rassing  clothes,  they  reported  85  percent  of  them  are  going  to  be 
involved  in  other  forms  of  hazing. 

As  a  side  note,  l  believe  it’s  interesting  to  note  that  of  those  stu¬ 
dents  who  admitted  that  they  had  been  hazed,  12  percent  of  the  stu¬ 
dents  said,  “Yes,  I  was  hazed/’  However,  80  percent  of  them  described 
these  behaviors.  They  didn’t  say,  “I  was  hazed,”  but  they  described 
the  behaviors  that  I  just  ran  through. 

We’ve  also  learned  that  hazing  is  not  something  that  suddenly 
starts  when  the  student  enters  college.  This  is  probably  the  most 
startling  thing  we  picked  up.  Of  those  students  who  admitted  to  haz¬ 
ing,  42  percent  said  they  were  hazed  in  high  school  and  5  percent  said 
they  were  hazed  in  middle  school.  This  is  our  next  study. 

Todays  session  is  aimed  at  developing  positive  student-athlete 
behavior.  So  in  our  survey,  we  asked  participants:  “What  suggestions 
do  you  have  to  decrease  hazing?”  Three  categories  emerged.  First  of 
all,  send  a  clear  message  about  antihazing  in  your  policies  and  edu¬ 
cation  and  enforcement.  Secondly,  accept  responsibility  and  integrity 
on  the  part  of  athletes,  team  captains,  coaches  and  administrators. 
Third,  offer  team-building  initiation  rites  facilitated  by  coaches  and 
other  adults. 

Let’s  take  a  look  at  how  this  has  affected  Alfred  University.  Last 
fall,  Jim  Moretti,  our  athletics  director,  and  his  folks  came  up  with 
strategies  for  hazing  prevention.  We  have  copies  of  this  study  at  the 
table.  If  by  some  chance  we  run  out  of  them  and  this  is  something 
you’re  interested  in,  I  would  ask  that  you  send  Jim  Moretti  your  card 
and  we’ll  make  sure  that  you  get  a  copy.  But  we  came  up  with  seven 
strategies,  and  I’d  like  to  share  those  with  you. 

First,  and  probably  the  most  important,  strong  disciplinary  and 
corrective  measures  for  known  causes  of  hazing.  We  have  a  record  at 
Alfred  University  for  taking  strong  action.  After  the  last  incident,  we 
suspended  two  players  from  Alfred  University,  we  removed  six  from 
the  team,  canceled  their  next  game,  implemented  educational  pro¬ 
grams  and  created  a  judicial  hearing  board  for  hazing  incidents.  We 
developed  a  policy  for  student-athletes  regarding  conduct,  alcohol 
consumption  and  hazing.  Each  athlete  is  required  to  sign  that  they 
understand  and  agree  to  it. 

The  second  strategy  deals  with  athletic  behavioral  and  academic 
standards  guiding  athletic  improvement.  We  have  developed  a  writ¬ 
ten  policy  guiding  all  students  and  coaches  regarding  overnight  re¬ 
cruitment  visits.  Each  coach  is  required  to  meet  with  each  student 
prior  to  the  recruiting  visitation  to  review  the  policy  and  our  expec¬ 
tations.  Coaches  are  required  to  screen  potential  recruits  for  behav¬ 
ioral  problems  as  well  as  academic  performance. 

The  third  strategy  involves  alternative  bonding  and  recreation 


events  for  our  teams  to  prevent  hazing.  Each  student  is  required  to 
have  been  in  only  two  alternative  bonding  events  before  the  start  of' 
the  season.  * 

The  fourth  strategy  calls  for  law  enforcement  involvement  in 
monitoring,  investigating  and  prosecuting  hazing  incidents.  We  have, 
immediately  notified  law  enforcement  in  the  past  of  any  suspected 
hazing  incidents  and  will  continue  to  do  so.  In  our  state  and  40  oth- . 
ers,  it’s  illegal;  therefore,  we  have  a  responsibility  to  do  that. 

The  fifth  strategy  recommends  clear  staff  expectations  in  athlet¬ 
ics  for  monitoring  and  enforcing  the  hazing  policy.  Each  coach’s  writ¬ 
ten  evaluation  includes  a  section  related  to  eliminating  negative  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  behavior  both  on  and  off  the  field. 

The  sixth  strategy  is  being  scheduled  to  join  an  NCAA 
CHAMPS/Life  Skills  Program  in  the  year  2000. 

The  seventh  and  last  is  mandatory  educational  workshops  on 
both  alcohol  and  hazing  for  all  students.  I  guess  those  are  described 
in  category  “F.”  I’m  sure  they’ll  be  delighted  to  talk  to  you  later  on  if 
you  have  questions  on  those. 

In  closing,  I’d  like  to  reiterate  that  at  Alfred  University  we  feel 
that  athletes  need  to  earn  their  places  on  the  teams,  but  they  should 
do  so  on  the  basis  of  skill,  not  at  the  expense  of  their  dignity,  their 
self-worth,  and  under  the  threat  of  dangerous  or  illegal  activities. 
The  prices  have  been  too  high.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Megan  Stevens  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  At  this 
time,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Rob  Morrissey,  a  member  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  Rob  graduated  from 
Vassar  College  in  1998  where  he  competed  in  soccer  for  four  years. 
Following  graduation,  Rob  served  a  one-year  internship  with  the 
Western  Athletic  Conference.  He  is  currently  a  graduate  student 
studying  management  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts  at 
Amherst.  Please  welcome  Rob.  (Applause) 

Rob  Morrissey  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  It  is  my 
pleasure  to  now  introduce  Michael  Josephson.  Mr.  Josephson  had  suc¬ 
cessful  years  in  business,  law  and  education  before  founding  the  non¬ 
profit  Joseph  and  Edna  Josephson  Institute  of  Ethics,  named  for  his 
parents.  Through  the  institute,  based  in  Marina  Del  Rey,  California, 
Mr.  Josephson  founded  the  Character  Counts  Coalition,  a  partnership 
of  almost  400  educational  and  youth-serving  organizations.  Through 
recognition  of  his  work,  Mr.  Josephson  was  given  the  American  Award 
for  Integrity  in  1996  by  former  President  Ronald  Reagan. 

Character  Counts  aims  to  restore  the  opening  tradition  of  ama¬ 
teur  athletic  competition  by  programs  for  players,  officials  and 
coaches.  Through  his  programs  and  commentary,  Mr.  Josephson  has 
become  one  of  the  most  sought-after  teachers  and  speakers  on  the 
subjects  of  ethics  and  character.  He  does  more  than  50  programs  per 
year  on  leaders’  dedication  to  business,  government,  journalism,  law 
and  the  nonprofit  community. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  introduce  Mr.  Michael  Josephson  to  the 
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NCAA  Division  III  membership.  (Applause) 

Michael  Josephson:  Thank  you.  When  you  heard  I  was  a  law 
professor  from  California,  did  your  confidence  in  me  go  up?  (Laugh¬ 
ter)  I’m  used  to  lines  like:  Did  you  hear  about  in  Washington  they 
;  decided  to  substitute  lawyers  for  white  rats  for  scientific  experi¬ 
ments?  They  had  three  reasons:  There’s  more  lawyers  than  white 
rats;  you  don’t  form  emotional  attachments  to  lawyers;  and  there’s 
some  things  that  even  rats  won’t  do.  (Laughter) 

I’m  delighted  to  be  able  to  talk  to  you  in  this  context.  Character 
Counts  is  relatively  new,  but  very  important  to  the  kind  of  work  we’re 
trying  to  do  in  the  area  of  sports.  We  started  out  with  Character 
Counts  doing  work  with  the  schools— largely  high  schools  and  middle 
school  and  elementary  schools— to  try  to  see  if  we  couldn’t  do  a  more- 
effective  job  about  finding  a  common  site  to  build  character  that 
would  avoid  all  the  different  theories  of  whose  that  is,  what  that 
means,  and  the  idealogical  splits  from  the  left  to  the  right,  religious 
versus  secular  community. 

It  became  very  obvious  that  sports  are  a  very  logical  context  in 
which  an  enormous  amount  of  values  are  formed.  Both  in  partici¬ 
pating  and  watching  sports,  values  are  formed.  There’s  no  question 
that  America  is  largely  a  sports  culture.  So  we  were  commissioned 
by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  to  do  a  program  for  coaches  and  char¬ 
acter  building.  I’m  going  to  share  with  you  some  of  that  and  some  of 
the  insights  we’ve  gained  in  that  process. 

I  think  it’s  important  to  get  back  to  what’s  important.  When  I 
think  about  character  building,  I  start  to  think  of  it  because  of  my 
four  daughters  who  are  at  home  right  now.  When  I  think  of  the  kind 
of  guys  they  may  date,  if  it’s  an  athlete,  I  don’t  want  to  be  nervous 
about  it.  I  want  to  make  this  relevant  because  to  me  character  is 
about  the  kind  of  people  we  produce,  the  kind  of  character  they  have, 
whether  they  would  be  welcome  in  your  home,  whether  you  would  be 
proud  to  have  them  as  sons-  or  daughters-in-law,  whether  or  not  you 
see  them  as  the  parents  of  your  grandchildren  or  nieces  or  nephews. 
Character  is  a  very  important  issue. 

So  to  me,  when  we’re  talking  about  character  building,  we’re  talk¬ 
ing  about  producing  the  kind  of  people  who  will  be  suitable  for  the 
people  we  love.  Sports  are  one  of  the  primary  vehicles  to  help  en¬ 
gender  those  kinds  of  qualities. 

To  start  with,  I  think  it’s  useful  to  say  what  the  real  mission  and 
goal  of  the  sports  program  is  and  where  does  character  building  fit 
into  that?  How  would  we  be  able  to  be  more  proficient.  We  have  to 
start  out  with  the  notion  of  values.  We’ve  already  said  that  sports  af¬ 
fects  values.  We  want  to  talk  about  values.  We  want  the  school  to  be 
built  on  good  values. 

So  let’s  be  clear  what  we  mean  by  values.  Values  are  core  desires, 
beliefs  and  principles  that  motivate  actions  and  shape  the  character 
of  individuals  and  institutions.  Every  institution  has  a  values  sys¬ 
tem.  Every  individual  has  a  values  system.  But  we  often  have  two 


different  kinds  of  values  systems.  We  have  our  stated  values,  which 
are  the  values  that  we  say  we  have.  For  instance,  you  must  know 
some  people  who  say  family  First,  that’s  my  First  item,  but  they  work', 
so  hard  they  never  see  their  family.  So  what  we  know  is  there’s  a  dif¬ 
ference  between  stated  values  and  operational  values.  Operational 
values  are  the  values  that  we  actually  have  revealed  by  our  decisions. 

In  sports,  there  is  often  a  gap  between  stated  and  operational  val¬ 
ues,  Every  mission  statement  I’ve  ever  seen  in  any  educational  in¬ 
stitution — high  school,  many  colleges  that  I  know,  and  including  the 
Olympic  program — always  talks  about  the  character-building  dimen¬ 
sion  of  sports.  How  else  could  we  justify  all  the  resources,  unless  we 
really  believed  it  was  intrinsic  to  education.  So  we  have  a  clear  no¬ 
tion  that’s  stated  on  here. 

There  is,  of  course,  a  signiFicant  departure  at  various  levels  and 
in  various  sports  between  the  operational  values.  Where  does  the 
value  of  winning  fit  in  with  an  educationally  oriented  program?  Are 
we  trying  to  learn  from  winning  or  to  get  something  from  winning? 
Would  it  simply  be  one  of  the  kinds  of  issues  that  we  have  when  oth¬ 
ers  are  present?  Clearly,  consistency  between  stated  and  operational  ’ 
values  is  a  matter  of  integrity.  And  that’s  where  we  have  to  start. 
Consistency. 

One  of  the  questions  I  often  get  is:  “You’re  talking  about  values 
and  ethics.  What  are  ethics?”  This  man  was  about  to  die  and  he  calls 
on  his  other  three  closest  friends.  He  says,  “Look,  I’ve  got  an  odd  re¬ 
quest,  but  I  want  your  promise.  I’m  going  to  give  you  each  $20,000, 
but  I  want  you  to  put  the  money  in  my  coffin  after  I  go.”  They  try  to 
talk  him  out  of  it.  They  said,  “What’s  the  point  of  that?”  He  says, 
“Look,  I  want  some  spending  money  for  the  after  life.”  They  said, 
“You’re  not  going  to  need  spending  money.”  He  says,  “I  don’t  know 
that.  I  want  to  take  the  down-side  risk.  You  know,  there’s  no  down 
side  to  me.  You’re  my  friends.  Will  you  do  it  or  not?”  So  they  reluc¬ 
tantly  promise. 

He  gives  them  the  $20,000  each  and  sure  enough,  he  dies.  Three 
days  later  they  each  walk  by  the  coffin  and  slip  in  an  envelope.  The 
first  person  says,  “I've  got  a  confession  to  make.  I  didn’t  put  in  all  the 
money.  I  took  out  $5,000  to  give  to  the  poor.  I  just  couldn’t  see  bury¬ 
ing  all  that  money.” 

The  second  said,  “I’m  relieved  to  hear  you  say  that,  I  didn’t  put 
in  all  the  money,  either.  I  was  his  accountant.  I  put  his  entire  estate 
in  order  before  he  died,  but  I  never  had  a  chance  to  bill  him.  I  figure 
he  owed  me  a  minimum  of  $10,000,  so  I  just  took  out  the  money  he 
owed  me  and  I  put  the  rest  in.” 

The  third  person  looks  at  the  other  two  and  said,  “I  can’t  believe 
you.  We  solemnly  promised  him,  he  was  our  very  best  friend.  I  want 
you  both  to  know  my  word’s  my  bond.  That’s  why  I  gave  him  a  check 
for  the  full  amount.”  (Laughter) 

The  reason  I  think  that  story  is  important  when  we  talk  about 
the  issue  of  values  is  because  part  of  the  problem  is  everybody  says 
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they  value  ethics.  Everybody.  Every  organization.  I’ve  done  all  kinds 
of  speeches  for  every  imaginable  organization,  from  the  CIA  to  jour¬ 
nalists  to  you  name  it.  And  I’ve  never  met  anybody  who  said  I’m 
strong  and  I’m  proud.  The  fact  is  everyone  is  ethical  in  his  or  her  own 
eyes. 

My  story  is  illustrated  by  those  three  people,  each  of  whom  effec¬ 
tively  broke  their  promise,  but  they  had  a  reason.  One  person  said 
it’s  not  for  me,  I’m  benefiting  someone  else;  the  other  person  said  I 
have  a  right,  I’m  only  getting  what’s  coming  to  me;  and  the  third  is  a 
kind  of  legalism.  I  think  you’ll  Find  all  three  forms  of  rationalization 
operational  in  sports  programs  throughout  the  United  States. 

Obviously,  Division  1  has  some  of  the  more  severe  problems.  The 
gaps  are  wider  in  many  respects  because  of  the  pressures  and  the 
money  and  the  like.  But  we  see  them  in  high  schools  and  even  in  the 
middle  school  programs.  Between  institutions  that  say  they  care 
about  the  student  and  they  care  about  the  student’s  education  and 
they  care  about  institutional  reputation,  and  yet  decisions  actually 
seem  to  be  game-by-game,  sport-by-sport,  winning  kinds  of  decisions 
that  send  a  very  different  value  message. 

So  part  of  the  issue  is  to  realize  that  one  of  the  strengths  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III  is  you’re  not,  at  least  you’re  not  supposed  to  be,  in  the  day-to- 
day  hurly-burly.  You’re  not  giving  out  trial  scholarships.  You’re  not 
trying  to  set  up  programs  simply  to  get  national  recognition  and 
great  Finances  from  winning.  You’re  in  it  so  the  sport  could  be  a  sport 
again.  But  even  in  this  context,  there  are  risks  that  individuals  in¬ 
volved  in  the  sport  are  not  necessarily  living  up  to  the  values  that  you 
think  are  the  highest  values. 

Here  are  some  things  you  should  know  about  students  today  who 
are  coming  into  your  programs.  These  are  just  general  national  fig¬ 
ures.  Seventy  percent  of  high-school  students  and  middle-school 
males  said  they  hit  a  person  within  the  last  12  months  because  they 
were  angry.  I  think  that’s  an  important  figure  because  one  of  our 
concerns  in  character  development  in  general,  if  we  see  a  special 
problem  in  sports,  is  a  lot  of  them  have  not  learned  the  concept  of  re¬ 
straint  and  of  personal  restraint  and  it  ends  up  in  violence. 

When  you’re  talking  about  70  percent  who  have  hit  someone  in 
anger  within  the  last  12  months,  you’re  dealing  with  a  predisposition 
to  use  force  in  some  way.  We  all  know  sports  situations  create  situa¬ 
tions  where  people  can  get  angry.  Things  happen  on  the  Field  and  off 
the  field  where  somebody  gets  angry.  You  therefore  have  to  be  sensi¬ 
tive  to  the  fact  that  coming  into  your  programs,  there  may  be  this  pre¬ 
disposition  toward  violence. 

Twenty-four  percent  of  the  high  schoolers  and  18  percent  of  the 
middle  schoolers  took  a  weapon  to  school  at  least  once  in  the  past 
year.  If  you  combine  weaponry  and  anger,  then  you  begin  to  see  some 
of  the  problems  and  some  of  the  things  we’ve  seen  at  Columbine  and 
other  places.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  so  far — knock  on  wood — 
it’s  not  affected  any  college  program  that  we  know.  But  we  do  see  a 
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great  deal  of  violence  amongst  each  other,  the  males  upon  their  fe-  '  Jg? 
male  girlfriends  and  the  like.  We  have  to  be  concerned  with  propefi- 
sity  toward  violence.  ' 

I’m  not  here  stating  the  cause  of  that  propensity  is  sports,  ah  "1$ 
though  Tm  not  certain  it  helps.  Certainly,  the  level  of  violence  that:\Jg 
people  often  see  as  reflected  in  professional  sports  and  very  high-pro- 
file  collegiate  sports,  often  seems  to  glorify  violence.  Especially  some 1  ^ 
sports  like  ice  hockey  that  obviously  has  violence  built  in  as  one  of  the , 
entertainment  features  of  the  program.  .S* 

So  one  has  to  ask:  What  is  the  role  in  sports  in  helping  to  create 
this?  But  I’m  more  concerned  with  what  is  the  role  of  sports  to  help 
eliminate  it.  What  can  you  do  to  be  more  self  conscious  about  this: 
and  to  know  that  young  people  are  placed  in  difficult  situations  that  ^  - 

challenges  their  self-restraint,  and  that  coaches  in  the  athletic  pro- ^ 
grams  must  be  incredibly  self-conscious  about  trying  to  develop  in.  ■ 
them  a  sense  of  restraint  so  the  propensity  towards  violence  does  not 
act  out. 

Forty-eight  percent  of  the  high-school  graduating  class  of  1995/ 
used  an  illicit  drug  at  least  once,  up  from  40  percent  in  1992.  So  drug 
use  is  coming  upward  again.  Twenty-six  percent  of  high-school  se¬ 
niors  used  an  illicit  drug  at  least  once  a  month  during  their  senior 
year.  So  again,  although  there  is  some  evidence  that  athletes  tend  to 
use  these  drugs  less,  it’s  not  zero;  it's  just  proportionately  less.  There¬ 
fore,  we  have  to  again  be  concerned  about  the  incoming  class  of  ath¬ 
letes  who  have  come  from  where  the  use  of  drugs  is  still  far  too  com¬ 
mon  and  therefore  may  very  well  he  something  that  invades  in  some 
way  or  another  your  program. 

Twenty-two  percent  of  high  schoolers  say  they  have  been  drunk 
at  school  at  least  once  in  the  past  year.  That's  one  in  five  who  have 
been  drunk  at  school  in  the  past  year.  Generally  speaking,  does 
drinking  go  up  or  down  once  they  enter  college?  There’s  an  indication 
drinking  goes  up.  It’s  a  new  liberation  time  for  a  lot  of  young  people. 

So  if  this  would  happen  in  high  school,  is  it  not  possible  that  this  is 
going  to  happen  in  collegiate  situations?  Whether  or  not  it  deliber¬ 
ately  and  literally  happens  in  games  and  practices  is,  of  course,  pos¬ 
sible.  Student-athletes  nevertheless  are  students  and  young  people 
first.  At  least,  this  is  a  propensity  worth  being  aware  of. 

Nine  percent  of  the  middle  schoolers  came  to  school  drunk  at 
least  once.  By  the  way,  if  you  want  to  know  what  the  toxic  cocktail  is 
to  society,  you  have  a  group  that  has  a  propensity  to  use  violence 
when  they  get  angry,  you  have  access  to  guns,  and  you  have  intoxica¬ 
tion  in  a  significant  number  of  situations.  All  of  that  is  a  toxic  cock¬ 
tail  that  we  all  have  to  be  concerned  with.  It’s  a  backdrop  to  the  kind 
of  character  development  responsibilities  and  opportunities  you  have 
at  your  schools. 

We  know  that  400,000  unmarried  teens  give  birth  each  year. 

Many  high-profile  male  athletes  have  fathered  one  or  more  children 
while  in  their  teens.  Some  of  the  biggest  stars  and  the  most  scorers 
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have  fathered  multiple  children  with  multiple  women  out  of  wedlock 

y°U Three  million  teenagers  contract  sexually  transmitted  diseases 
Jhree  mimon  s  of  al)  high.school  students  admit  they 

’  m  ^hlreVtw?  implications  of  that  for  your  sports  program.  One  is 

manifests  itself  in  man,  ways.  These  are 

sdm't  lhey  Chf,ale<l  Than 

Ab°' t  J ®  s  vear 6  It’s  a  little  harder  to  cheat  in  college.  There 

•  exam  in  the  pas  y  ■  ,  This  doesn’t  take  into  account 

whole  new  world  of  complexity.  __„T.*.C9  icn’t  snorts 

Now  is  this  a  factor  we’re  concerned  with  m  sports?  Isn  t  sports 

sheeting  scan- 

dalSForty-1sevenatpercentaof  finale  high-school  students  admitted 
they  stole  something  from  a  store  in  the  past  year,  y  e  way, 

§111P^=£ 

to^think  about.  Are  you  going  to  change  that,  are  you  going 
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with  it,  or  are  you  going  to  find  your  own  program  to  become  a  victim 
of  these  predispositions? 

Keep  in  mind  about  this  self-admitted  cheating  and  stealing, 
These  numbers  are  clearly  low,  because  these  are  the  thieves  and 
liars  who  admitted  they  lied  and  stole.  The  real  thieves  and  liars 
wouldn’t  even  lie  about  that.  So  therefore,  these  figures  are  conserv¬ 
ative  and  have  been  replicated  many,  many  times.  We  take  this  sur¬ 
vey,  this  last  one  was  over  20,000  students  every  two  years.  In  fact, 
it’s  going  up  slightly  every  year.  It  jumped  back  from  the  cheating 
record  of  64  to  70  percent  over  the  last  two  years. 

So  is  character  building  important?  Is  it  needed?  Do  universities 
and  colleges  today  have  to  spend  some  time  being  concerned  not  only 
whether  somebody’s  smart  and  whether  they’re  good?  I  think  the  an¬ 
swer  is  “yes.”  Teddy  Roosevelt  said  that  to  educate  a  person  in  the 
mind  but  not  in  morals  is  to  educate  a  menace  to  society.  I  think 
today  we  have  to  recognize  that  it  is  a  central  function  of  education 
to  help  people  develop  sound  and  good  values  that  make  them  con¬ 
structive  citizens. 

Whats  the  student-athlete  ideal?  The  rhetoric  and  realities.  At 
many  institutions  there’s  a  substantial  gap  between  the  rhetoric  and 
the  reality  of  the  student-athlete,  especially  in  those  sports  that  gen¬ 
erate  revenue  or  are  the  subject  of  special  school  pride.  I  know  we  all 
may  be  feeling  a  little  sanctimonious  about  this.  Not  our  schools.  We 
don’t  need  that.  You  may  be  right. 

But  I’ve  seen  high  schools,  that  when  they  have  the  big  game, 
there’s  pressures  on  the  faculty  person  to  be  sure  the  quarterback  is 
eligible  to  play.  That’s  where  the  compromises  are  made.  We’re  see¬ 
ing  that  everywhere  pride  is  involved.  It’s  not  only  money,  it’s  glory 
and  pride.  It  needs  to  be  sensitive  to  the  fact  that  sometimes  in  re¬ 
cruiting  you’re  not  going  to  be  asked  what  kind  of  student  this  per¬ 
son  will  be,  but  can  you  contribute  to  our  sports  team. 

Along  with  that,  direction  begins  to  change  and  at  least  you  be¬ 
come  vulnerable  to  the  possibility  between  your  stated  values  and 
your  actual  values.  Where  schools  are  highly  competitive  and  con¬ 
cerned  with  winning,  the  tendency  is  to  treat  studenthood  in  a  mini¬ 
malist  way.  Stay  eligible  and  maintain  acceptable  graduation  rates 
as  a  minimalist.  What  is  the  real  student  ideal?  That  you’re  a  stu¬ 
dent  first  and  an  athlete  second.  The  reality  often  is  you’ve  got  to  at 
least  be  a  student  to  stay  eligible,  so  let’s  be  sure  you  at  least  meet 
the  minimal  requirements,  with  any  real  effort  to  say  you’re  a  stu¬ 
dent  number  one. 

You  know,  it’s  interesting,  if  you  take  the  context  of  a  parent  and 
you’re  thinking  of  your  own  child,  you’re  thinking  long-term.  While 
you  know  they  may  be  enjoying  sports  and  some  might  even  have  a 
minimal  shot  at  making  a  living  at  it  for  a  while  in  terms  of  a  player, 
the  fact  is  you  want  them  to  be  prepared  for  a  life  after  sports.  So  all 
parents  virtually  would  say  to  their  kids  to  study  first  or  make  their 
children  discontinue  their  sport  or  outside  activity. 
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I  remember  when  we  used  to  have  a  concept  as  a  local  apprentice, 
in  terms  of  the  university  and  the  recognition,  that  there  was  some 
responsibility  of  a  university  or  college  when  we  decided  to  say,  “Do 
we  care  about  students  the  same  way  the  parents  would  care  about 
them?  Are  we  manifesting  that  here?” 

There  are  five  models  of  sports.  In  your  various  colleges,  each  of 
these  models  may  be  operational  at  different  times,  but  what  model 
sports  you  have  has  a  lot  to  do  with  the  values  you’re  going  to  be  con¬ 
veying  and  the  values  that  you  will  be  reflecting  in  the  sports  pro¬ 
grams  itself. 

The  first  model  m  sports  is  recreation.  When  I  was  off  playing  on 
the  street  in  Buffalo,  that  was  just  for  fun.  There  is  a  dimension  of 
sport  that’s  just  for  fun.  Of  course,  intramurals  may  reflect  that  still 
in  the  college  and  university  settings.  Where  most  people  participat¬ 
ing  are  really  doing  it  just  for  fun.  It’s  recreational. 

A  second  model  is  the  competition  model.  I  really  call  it  the 
Olympic  model.  It’s  just  to  see  who’s  fastest,  whos  strongest,  whos 
best.  There  is  a  competitive  discipline,  but  not  necessarily  an  un¬ 
healthy  one,  that  wants  to  know  how  I  compare  to  others.  Therefore, 
competition  itself  can  become  a  focus  of  many  sports  programs.  That, 
of  course,  is  a  focus  on  individual  performance,  not  necessarily  com¬ 
parative  results,  but  you  want  to  go  to  individual  peak  performance 

to  see  how  good  I  can  be.  , 

The  third  model  that  obviously  concerns  the  most  here  is  the  ed¬ 
ucation  model.  That  is  that  the  purpose  and  the  objective  of  sports 
program  is  education,  physical,  mental,  social  and  moral  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  young  person. 

It’s  not  irrelevant  to  point  out  the  other  two,  although  I  think 
they’re  less  relevant  in  Division  III,  as  they  should  be,  but  they  are 
certainly  some  of  the  factors  that  are  corroding  sports  today  nation¬ 
ally.  The  first  of  those  two  is  the  career  model.  Where  young  people 
are  thinking  of  this  as  a  job,  as  a  career,  as  a  way  to  fame  and  fortune. 

Some  have  very  unrealistic  attitudes  about  their  chances  of  ever 
really  making  a  living  out  of  this  but  they  see  it  as  occurring.  Their 
parents  see  getting  a  scholarship  as  the  main  purpose.  There  are  in 
high  schools  today  all  kinds  of  things  going  on,  including,  for  in¬ 
stance,  a  relatively  common  practice  happening  in  some  states  of 
holding  a  good  athlete  back  in  the  ninth  grade  so  he  or  she  will  be 
stronger  and  bigger  by  the  time  they  reach  the  11th  and  12th  grade. 
It  would  be  obvious  that  one  year  in  their  life  at  that  stage  is  a  sig¬ 
nificant  thing. 

We  begin  to  think  where  are  our  priorities?  But  there  are  some 
parents  who  say  if  that’s  my  only  shot  at  a  scholarship  and  my  kid 
getting  into  the  pros,  then  that’s  what  we’ll  do.  We  have  to  be  sensi¬ 
tive  to  that.  , 

There’s  another  model  we  see  more  and  more  of  and  thats 
coaches  who  don’t  see  themselves  as  teachers.  They  see  themselves 
as  career  coaches.  They  see  themselves  as  people  trying  to  climb  the 
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ladder  or  achieve  ever-increasing  levels  of  coaching.  Thats  under-  $*  *  wan 
standable;  coaching  is  a  profession.  But  the  only  way  to  do  that  is  not  ■,  the 

to  be  a  great  teacher,  it’s  to  be  a  winner.  T, 

So  the  fact  is  that  the  more  and  more  you  emphasize  coaching,  ..  The 
you  now  have  coaches-Steve  Spurrier-making  $2  million.  There  .  pair 

are  more  and  more  coaches  now  making  a  million  dollars  a  year.  Its  .  j,> ,  way 
not  unusual  to  see  that  the  same  mental  attitude  that  has  invaded  r  ^  ;  shot 
young  people’s  attitudes  toward  sports  has  affected  coaches  atti-  ,  ••  >■  •  high 
tudes  Career  values  are  affecting  the  way  sports  are  conducted  and  •.  £  frorr 
nlaved  and  who’s  hired  and  what  your  standards  of  performance  arc.  i  ^  Iran 
The  final  one  is  sports  as  a  business.  We  know  sports  is  a  busi-  -•  -v  gam 
ness.  We  just  have  to  accept  that.  It  is  a  business.  It’s  a  money-mak-  ■  A 

ing  business.  So  you’re  not  surprised  when  it  functions  as  a  business  j.  p  ■  idea 

If  a  rule  change  will  help  bring  in  the  fans,  that’s  fine.  If  keeping  a  -v  ft. ,  lties 
little  violence  in,  as  they  are  doing  now  with  hockey,  which  clearly  is .  . ,  both 
keeping  it  in  because  it  wouldn’t  be  impossible  to  take  out  is  good  for  ,  ;i  catu 
business,  they’ll  keep  it  in.  The  scary  thing  is  that  we  all  know  were  ,..  r->  prog 
seeing  more  and  more  of  that  attitude  invade  the  Olympic  movement  ^  sour 

and  the  collegiate  movements  as  well.  .  f£Y-peJ 

Even  in  some  high  schools  now,  sports  are  becoming  big  business..  4  £y  ate? 
Coca-Cola  and  Pepsi-Cola  are  falling  all  over  each  other  bidding  for  ^  ^  , 
contracts  at  various  high-school  districts  to  lock  in  the  students.,.,.,-  .not 
Nike  and  adidas  fight  to  see  who  they’re  going  to  sign  up.  As  a  result,  ,, ,  y  job 
commercialization  is  starting  very,  very  early.  This  can  only  have  the  .  ,  Aub 

impact  of  changing  the  values.  Whereas  the  recreational  and  com-  ^  ^  spor 
petitive  and  educational  theories  of  sport  are  all  athlete  centered,  y  min 
They’re  all  for  the  athlete  in  some  form  or  another.  The  other  two  are  j|  .  ing 

money  centered.  That’s  one  of  the  concerns  that  we  at  least  ought  to  wr0i 

be  sensitive  to.  .  .  ,  _  u  r  !  L1 

The  NCAA  says  its  purpose  is  educational  leadership,  physical  yg  w  ■  able 

fitness,  excellence  to  athletics,  participation  as  a  recreational  pursuit.  ,  I’m  , 

Citizenship  Through  Sports  Alliance  says  its  goal  is  to  focus  on  the  f.|  fe>-  and 


want  to  get  copies  of  some  of  these  overheads,  they  will  be  posted  on 
the  Web  site  sportsmanship.org. 

Look  at  the  American  Football  Coaches  Association’s  statement. 
The  function  of  the  coach  is  to  educate  students  through  the  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  game  of  football.  It’s  primary,  basic  function  must  al¬ 
ways  be  upheld.  The  idea  is  that  the  coach  is  a  teacher.  The  coach 
should  never  place  the  value  of  winning  above  that  of  instilling  the 
highest  desirable  ideals  and  character  traits  in  its  players.  That’s 
from  the  American  Football  Coaches  Association.  I’d  like  to  see  that 
transferred  to  the  behavior  of  American  football  coaches  and  those  or¬ 
ganizations  that  are  monitoring  American  football. 

Let’s  look  at  sports  as  an  education.  Here  is  the  student-athlete 
ideal.  The  athlete  is  a  student  first.  Academic  goals  and  responsibil¬ 
ities  must  be  placed  above  athletic  ones.  It  is  the  responsibility  of 
both  the  academic  and  athletic  departments  to  assure  that  the  edu¬ 
cational  goals  of  the  institution  are  given  top  priority  in  the  sports 
program  and  in  the  activities  and  attitudes  each  are  bearing.  That 
.  sounds  so  basic.  How  is  it  that  in  so  many  instances  we’re  seeing  peo¬ 
ple  graduating  from  major  universities  who  later  claim  to  be  illiter¬ 
ate? 

t  I  was  just  talking  to  a  law  firm.  They  have  an  athlete  who  was 
-not  paying  his  child  support  and  they  wondered  why  he  didn’t  get  a 
job.  He  said,  “because  I  can’t  read.”  They  said,  “but  you  went  to 
Auburn.”  He  said,  “yeah,  but  I  was  a  great  athlete.”  The  real  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  that  is  not  on  the  coaches.  It’s  on  the  faculty  and  ad¬ 
ministration.  If  any  athlete  is  going  to  any  institution  and  succeed¬ 
ing  at  that  institution  while  unable  to  read,  something  is  dreadfully 
wrong  with  those  classes,  the  grading  and  the  evaluation  process. 

Every  single  teacher  who  was  involved  should  be  held  account¬ 
able.  Yet,  I  have  never  seen  one  university  that  has  the  guts  to  say 
,  I’m  going  to  go  back  and  take  the  transcript  and  find  out  about  each 
and  every  course.  Some  of  you  may  remember  Dexter  Manley.  About 


ethical  behavior  in  the  communities  that  encourage  and  support  par-  ^  10  years  ago,  he  also  testified  before  Congress  that  he  graduated  and 

ticipation  in  sport  as  a  positive  character-building  activity.  Of  course,-;  ^  ^4. was  illiterate,  never  learned  to  read.  Why  don’t  we  go  back  and  check 
the  NHL  is  part  of  the  Citizenship  Through  Sports  Alliance.  I  guess:  ’vf. ;  every  course  they  took  and  see  who  their  teacher  was  and  what  grade 
we  don’t  demand  much  of  our  members  in  our  organizations  today.'' 4*  j>£f.Hhere  was  and  ask  the  honest  question  of  our  institution:  “How  could 
But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  many  of  the  pro  leagues,  in  fact  alf#  this  have  happened?  How  could  so  many  of  us  have  given  a  passing 

of  the  major  pro  leagues,  are  part  of  the  Citizenship  Through  Sports  grade  to  someone  who  cannot  read  effectively?” 

Alliance  Yet  we  haven’t  seen  any  significant  reform  that  indicates •>  -  Ilt’s  either  saying  something  about  our  educational  standards, 
thev  care  about  this  other  than  lip  service.  *  which  is  depressing,  or  saying  something  about  our  integrity,  which 

The  NAIA _ a  competitive  organization — is  articulating  very  well..^  ;/<y  is  depressing.  In  either  case,  I  would  argue  that  the  institutions  have 

what  we  think  of  when  we’re  looking  at  the  collegiate  notion  toward;^  ^.  responsibility.  Unfortunately,  the  highly  competitive  sports  pro¬ 
sports  It  says  the  purpose  is  to  promote  the  education  and  develop-.  .4  p  '  .grams  run  by  highly  competitive  coaches,  and  sometimes  athletic  di- 
ment  of  students  through  intercollegiate  athletic  participation  based*#  #£,•£ rectors,  are  going  to  always  be  pushing  for  more  and  more  to  help 
on  our  commitment  to  high  standards  and  to  the  principle  that  par:-ts|J  f^uheir  athletic  program.  It  is  the  job  of  the  administrators  to  be  sure 
t^.natinn  in  athletics  serves  as  an  integral  part  of  the  whole  educa-  Ai that  this  is  kept  in  proportion.  It  is  the  job  of  the  administrators, 

tional  process  Y-i&R '■’^•WOuld  argue’ t0  keeP  the  di£nity  of  the  sports  program. 

I’m  going  to  skip  some  of  these  others.  By  the  way,  for  folks  We  talked  about  violence,  for  example.  We  have  coaches  who  will 
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throw  chairs  on  the  field,  scream  at  referees,  push  and  hit.  How  can  . 
any  institution  tolerate  that?  How  can  you  tolerate  that  if  these  peo- 

icfrv  ambassador  not  only.of  your  institution,  but  of  the  sport  it-' 
self.  Yet,  some  of  the  most  high-profile  institutions  will  tolerate  it  if 
the  coach  has  a  winning  record.  So  it’s  not  surprising  that  we  have  a 
basketball  player,  Latrell  Sprewell,  who  strangled  his  coach.  I  used 
to  teach  criminal  law  He  would  be  guilty  of  attempted  murder  or  at 
least  felonious  assault  for  certain.  But  he  then  was  moved  to  a  dif¬ 
ferent  team  and  now  has  a  $70  million-plus  contract  because  he  still 
knows  how  to  dunk  the  ball. 

The  values  that  we’re  conveying  in  sports  and  the  values  that  the 
administrators  of  sports  programs  are  conveying,  by  tolerating  and 
accepting  unacceptable  kinds  of  behaviors  as  long  as  people  produce 
results  is  a  serious  corrosive  value.  I  think  that  makes  it  harder  for 
you  to  develop  character  in  individual  students, 

One  of  the  things  we’ve  done  that  we’re  very  excited  about,  and 
on  the  table  you  have,  is  called  the  Arizona  Sports  Report.  The  whole 
purpose  was  to  try  to  bring  together  people  important  in  the  sports 
community.  On  the  back  of  it,  it  tells  you  who  all  was  there  There 
were  some  pretty  prominent  people— from  presidents  of  universities 
to  some  major  athletic  directors  to  some  of  the  great  coaches  of  all 

time  say  what  the  fundamental  principles  that  we  need  to  return  to 
in  sport  are. 

To  a  greater  or  lesser  extent,  they  may  be  relevant  to  your  insti- 
tution,  but  it  s  terribly  important  you  look  at  it.  We  hope  you’ll  want 
to  sign  onto  this.  We’re  going  to  be  listing  on  our  Web  site  every  in- 
stitution  that  has  endorsed  and  adopted  this  program  and  hopefully 
hold  their  feet  to  the  fire  in  living  up  to  it. 

But  one  of  the  stages  is  this:  In  recruiting,  educational  institu¬ 
tions  must  specifically  determine  that  the  athlete  is  seriously  com¬ 
mitted  to  getting  an  education  and  has  or  will  develop  the  academic 
skills  and  character  to  succeed.  Would  that  change  a  rule?  It  cer¬ 
tainly  would  at  a  lot  of  Division  I-A  schools.  It  may  or  may  not 
change  any  activities  throughout  some  of  your  Division  III  schools 

But  why  should  you  take  someone  who  isn’t  even  interested  in 

St1tn?nn«9  w°>nn  y  ™?.ntS  to.P,ay  sPorts>  and  bring  them  to  your  in¬ 
stitutions.  We  11  say,  I  m  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  learn.”  But 

a  lot  of  people  don  t  want  that  opportunity  to  learn.  Why  don’t  we  dis¬ 
pense  that  great  benefit  to  people  who  really  want  to  learn?  At  least 
those  athletes  who  have  no  interest  in  education  and  will  likely  leave 
the  institution  early  and  possibly  embarrass  them  with  their  off-field 
conduct  ought  not  to  necessarily  be  at  institutions  of  higher  learning 
But  here  s  one  of  the  most  important  findings.  John  Wooden  was  one 
of  the  people  who  was  at  our  program.  He  was  the  one  who  suggested 
tins  principle  and  everybody  adopted  it  very  quickly.  Bob  Costas  was 
also  at  this  summit.  There  was  only  about  45  people.  It  was  2  'h  days 
fairly  intense.  Costas  asked  John  Wooden  in  a  public  forum  about  his 
ast  game  and  why  he  retired.  And  Wooden  just  casually  said,  “Well, 
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^  in  the  last  game  I  ever  taught  .  .  .”  And  that  was  for  all  of  us  such  a 
.  powerful  reference  to  the  notion  that  the  profession  of  coaching  is  the 
*v  profession  of  teaching. 

In  addition  to  teaching  the  mental  and  physical  dimension  of 
their  sport,  coaches,  through  words  and  example,  must  also  strive  to 
build  the  character  of  their  athletes  by  teaching  them  to  be  trust¬ 
worthy,  respectful,  responsible,  fair,  caring  and  good  citizens.  Why  is 
this  not  a  source  of  evaluation  of  your  coaches?  If  this  is  really  the 
goal — to  make  your  coach  a  teacher — you  just  keep  looking  at  wins 
and  losses,  shouldn’t  the  coach  be  evaluated  like  the  rest  of  your  fac¬ 
ulty  is,  on  the  basis  of  their  production  to  the  educational  commu¬ 
nity?  And  that  would  include  how  they’re  doing  as  teachers  in  this 
: regard. 

The  objective  of  sports  programs  should  be  to  develop  positive  life 
skills  that  will  help  participants  become  personally  successful  and  so¬ 
cially  responsible.  I’m  very  pleased  to  say,  referring  to  the  CHAMPS 
program,  for  instance,  that  Character  Counts  has  been  working  with 
the  CHAMPS  program  to  integrate  all  these  character-building  ele¬ 
ments  to  make  it  be  even  a  stronger  program  than  it  is  now. 

The  essential  elements  of  character  building  and  ethics  in  sports 
are  embodied  in  the  concept  of  sportsmanship  and  six  core  values. 
I’ve  repeated  them  before:  trustworthiness,  respect,  responsibility, 
fairness,  caring  and  good  citizenship.  When  the  people  up  here  on  the 
board  decided  to  isolate  specific  words  and  versions,  they  did  it  be¬ 
cause  they  wanted  to  have  specific  outcomes  that  would  be  the  target 
of  your  character-building  programs.  So  you  have  to  ask  yourself; 
What  are  we  doing  within  our  program  to  help  make  young  people 
more  trustworthy?  What  are  we  doing  within  our  program  to  help 
young  people  become  more  respectful,  to  be  more  responsible,  to  have 
a  higher  degree  of  respect  for  fairness  and  fair  play,  to  act  in  a  caring 
manner  and  simply  good  citizenship? 

It’s  the  duty  of  sports  leadership,  including  coaches,  athletic  ad¬ 
ministrators,  program  directors  and  game  officials  to  promote  sports¬ 
manship  and  foster  good  character  by  teaching,  enforcing,  advocating 
and  modeling  these  ethical  principles.  That  is  the  fundamental  strat¬ 
egy  we  recommend.  We  call  them  team  concepts:  teach,  enforce,  ad¬ 
vocate  and  model. 

If  you  want  to  do  a  better  job  at  character  building,  the  first  thing 
you  have  to  do  is  specify  what  character  looks  like.  What  do  you  want 
your  young  people  to  think?  What  do  you  want  them  to  do?  Do  you 
want  to  specify  the  values?  We  specify  the  six.  You  may  want  to  have 
a  different  list.  You  may  want  to  have  something  else.  But  one  way 
or  the  other,  if  you  want  to  create  it,  you’ve  got  to  start  with  defining 
it  and  giving  them  a  picture  of  what  it  looks  like. 

Second,  you  have  to  enforce  it  with  student  codes  of  conduct. 
Without  student  codes  of  conduct,  there’s  no  specific  method  of  not 
only  specifying  the  values,  but  ultimately  putting  enough  clout 
behind  them  to  enforce  it.  An  unenforced  value  is  no  value  at  all.  We 
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know  that.  In  sports,  when  we  find  a  referee  does  not  enforce  a  rule, 
within  minutes  adaptations  will  be  made.  So  everybody  says  okay! 
he’s  not  calling  holding  today  We  see  that  we  are  constantly  adapt¬ 
ing  in  life  to  the  level  of  enforcement  rather  than  the  level  of  what’s 
right.  It’s  a  sad  reality. 

Most  of  you  probably  know  because  you’re  sports  followers,  but 
how  many  of  you  know  that  when  we  won  the  Women’s  World  Cup, 
that  we  won  it  by  cheating?  If  you  think  I’m  exaggerating,  the  goalie 
said,  “It’s  only  cheating  if  you  get  caught.”  What  happened  was  this,' 
we  won  by  the  block  of  a  penalty  kick,  as  you  recall.  Our  goalie 
stepped  out  a  full  three  steps,  deliberately  and  on  purpose.  In  fact, 
she  says,  “I  tested  the  referee  on  the  first  penalty  kick  and  she  didn’t 
call  it  So  by  the  second  penalty  kick,  I  was  able  to  get  out  three  steps 
and  that’s  the  one  I  blocked.” 

The  rule  is  absolutely  clear  in  soccer.  On  a  penalty  kick,  you  can¬ 
not  leave  the  line  until  the  ball  is  kicked.  She  was  interviewed  af¬ 
terwards  and  she  said,  “Yeah,  I  did  it.  But  it’s  only  cheating  if  you  get 
caught.  Now,  I  don’t  mean  to  pick  on  Briana  Scurry  for  this  neces¬ 
sarily.  But  I  want  to  say  something  about  the  sports  ideal.  If  that’s 
really  okay,  then  how  about  pulling  shirts  or  helmets?  How  about  all 
the  other  dirty  tricks  that  we  can  teach  young  people  as  long  as  they 
can  get  away  with  it?  Where  are  you  going  to  draw  the  line? 

One  of  the  interesting  things  is  when  I  announce  this  to  many  au¬ 
diences,  I  get  kind  of  a  ho  hum,  come  on,  if  that’s  cheating,  big  deal. 
Yeah?  Now  just  imagine  if  the  Chinese  did  it  against  us.  Come  on! 
You  don’t  think  there  would  be  an  outcry,  an  incredible  outcry,  I  don’t 
believe  what  they  did  to  us. 

In  fact,  I  got  a  call  from  the  editor  of  the  L.A.  Times  sports  sec¬ 
tion  because  he  was  also  a  participant  on  the  Arizona  board.  He  was 
really  thinking  about  whether  he  was  going  to  write  this  story  be¬ 
cause  he  didn’t  want  to  rain  on  their  parade.  It  was  one  of  the  great 
moments  and  its  a  great  team.  They’re  great  young  women  and 
they’ve  done  a  fabulous  job.  I  don’t  mean  to  negate  any  of  that  by  the 
fact  that  I  feel  very  uncomfortable  about  our  attitude  toward  win¬ 
ning. 

But  what  he  did,  before  he  decided  to  print  this  in  the  L.A.  Times, 
and  some  of  you  didn’t  even  read  it  in  your  newspapers  because  many 
of  the  other  newspapers  refused  to  pick  it  up,  was  he  checked  the  Chi¬ 
nese  papers.  The  L.A.  Times  has  bureaus  in  China.  In  the  main  Chi¬ 
nese  newspapers — Virginia  was  telling  me  about  the  Chinese  news¬ 
paper  in  Shanghai — it  was  on  the  front  page.  It  showed  pictures  of 
our  goalie  in  three  sequences  stepping  away  from  the  goal  and  finally 
blocking  it,  with  a  headline  that  was  equivalent  to  “We  Was  Robbed.” 
What  is  it  about  our  attitudes  toward  sports?  What  are  we  teaching? 
What  are  we  enforcing? 

If  we  want  to  state  that  the  rule  is:  “Get  away  with  whatever  you 
can,”  let’s  make  that  the  rule.  Let’s  have  the  guts  to  do  that.  Let’s 
teach  kids  how  to  cheat  effectively.  Anything  worth  doing  is  worth 
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^  doing  well.  Therefore,  the  proficiency  is  what’s  important.  We  must 
> enforce,  we  must  advocate,  and  obviously  model. 

This  is,  by  the  way,  on  the  Web  sites.  To  get  the  Powerpoint  over- 
/  heads,  go  to  sportsmanship.org.  If  you  want  any  other  information 
about  the  Character  Counts  Program,  it’s  just  charactercounts.org. 

Let  me  close  with  this,  because  we’re  about  to  do  some  very  spe¬ 
cific  assignments.  I’m  going  to  come  back  and  try  to  sum  this  up.  The 
£  task  of  character  building  is  far  more  complex  than  the  rhetoric.  But 
,,  parents  do  it  all  the  time.  It  is  silly  to  say  we  can’t  do  it  because  we’re 
too  old.  You’re  never  too  old  to  learn  something.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
some  of  the  most  significant  studies  show  that  the  most  important 
value  choices  young  people  make  occur  as  they  become  emancipated. 
In  other  words,  as  they  begin  to  start  making  decisions  for  their  own 
r  life.  Even  though  they  have  a  lot  of  guidance  for  that  by  what  they’ve 
'  learned  before,  they  haven’t  made  the  decisions  yet. 

That  guidance  comes  from  what  you  do  and  do  not  do  in  your  pro¬ 
grams,  whether  or  not  you  train  your  coaches  just  like  you  train  any 
•  teachers  to  understand  the  mechanics  of  character  building.  There 
are  mechanics  of  character  building  in  the  same  way  that  there  are 
mechanics  for  individual  sport.  You  need  to  hold  them  responsible  for- 
:  representing,  for  teaching,  enforcing,  advocating  and  modeling  this. 

;  What  you  do  will  have  a  huge  impact  on  the  lives  of  these  athletes 
and  everybody  they  ever  interact  with.  Most  athletes  who  you  inter¬ 
view  about  the  most  important  person  in  their  life  lists  at  least  one 
coach.  Coaches  have  an  impact  on  the  lives  of  people  who  are  very 
‘concerned  with  sports  that  is  unrivaled  by  most  other  teachers  and 
any  people  who  could  be  influential.  Your  goal  is  to  find  a  way  to  mo¬ 
bilize  that. 

Now,  what  are  our  tasks  for  discussion  at  the  tables?  These  are 
the  four  things  we  want  you  to  discuss,  but  the  last  one’s  the  most  im¬ 
portant.  So  if  you’re  allocating  your  time,  please  understand  we’re 
hoping  you’ll  end  with  some  kind  of  action  plan.  All  these  papers  are 
going  to  be  collected  and  assembled  and  the  NCAA  is  going  to  give 
you  a  report  on  these  kinds  of  things  so  you’ll  have  the  benefit  of  all 
these  table-top  discussions.  You’re  going  to  have  about  40  minutes  to 
do  this. 


The  first  is,  regarding  sportsmanship  and  character  building, 
what  would  you  like  to  see  more  or  less  of?  I  want  you  to  think  of  it 
in  three  categories:  from  the  administration,  from  the  coaches,  and 
from  players.  Second,  what  are  the  barriers  to  enhancing  character¬ 
building  aspects  in  your  sports  program?  Third,  what  role  should  a 
code  of  ethical  conduct  play?  And  the  most  important,  because  this  is 
the  thing  that  hopefully  will  be  helpful  when  it’s  published  later  to 
everyone,  is  list  at  least  three  specific  things  your  institution  did  do 
to  improve  the  character-building  impact  of  your  sports  programs. 

If  you’d  like  to  begin  now,  I’m  going  to  wander  and  walk  around 
and  try  to  hear  what  you’re  saying.  Then  we’ll  try  this  out.  Thank 
you.  (Applause) 


If  you  only  have  one  or  two  people  at  your  table,  we’d  really  ap- 
predate  it  if  you  would  combine  with  another  table.  Thank  you  and 
I’ll  be  back  shortly. 

[Note:  Roundtable  discussions  were  held  from  2:33  to  3:11  p.m,] 

Mr.  Josephson:  Okay,  if  I  can  have  your  attention.  Thank  you! 
Obviously,  an  exercise  like  this  is  always  a  challenge  when  it  hits  you 
cold,  but  I  think  you’ll  all  be  surprised  at  some  of  the  good  ideas  you’ll 
see  when  it  is  all  put  together  and  published  and  mailed.  I  want  to 
say  something  about  the  process  and  some  of  the  things  I’ve  heard 
and  tie  it  up  if  I  can.  Hopefully,  you’ll  have  some  vision  as  to  what 
you  decide  to  do  when  you  go  back  to  your  own  campus. 

This  is  all  good  and  nice  talk,  but  each  of  you  is  going  to  make  a 
decision  to  do  something  on  your  campus — and  please  do  so  with  the 
theory  that  you  don’t  have  to  be  sick  to  get  better.  The  implication 
isn’t  that  you’re  doing  a  bad  job  or  that  you’re  horrible  people  or  that 
your  institution  is  a  failure.  In  fact,  one  of  the  things  we’ve  learned 
in  this  whole  ethics/character-developing  business  is  that  it’s  a  lot 
easier  to  make  a  good  organization  better  than  a  bad  organization 
good.  It’s  a  lot  easier  to  make  a  good  person  better  than  it  is  to  make 
a  bad  person  good.  So  while  people  often  say  you’re  lecturing  to  the 
choir  here,  that  kind  of  misses  the  point  about  potential  for  improve¬ 
ment. 

The  interesting  thing  is  the  process  itself.  When  I  asked  you  to 
just  think  about  it,  I  went  to  a  lot  of  tables.  Almost  everybody  wanted 
to  skip  over  the  first  step  to  get  to  the  last.  That’s  the  typical  acade¬ 
mic  response.  I  taught  law  for  20  years.  I  know  your  attitude  was 
let’s  get  on  with  it.  What’s  your  end  product?  You  forget  sometimes 
there’s  a  logic  to  a  process. 

The  first  question  was  asking  you  to  think  specifically  about  out¬ 
comes.  What  specific  things  would  you  like  to  see  more  of  and  less  of 
with  respect  to  the  various  constituents?  Some  were  very  quick  to 
say  you  should  have  added  officials  to  that  list  as  well.  I  think  when 
you  do  that,  you  begin  to  start  planning  your  lesson  plan  more  effec¬ 
tively. 

When  I  was  in  academics,  I  wrote  a  book  called  “Learning  and 
Evaluation  in  Law  School  ”  The  focus  was  on  learning  and  evalua¬ 
tion.  Clearly,  the  first  part  was  stating  your  objective.  Instructional 
objectives  is  the  very  first  thing  you’re  taught  in  education  school. 
Many  of  us  just  got  to  teach  because  we  were  good  in  our  subject  area. 
I  think  that  focus  goes  exactly  to  the  importance  of  character  devel¬ 
opment.  The  more  precise  you  are  by  knowing  what  you  want  to  see 
and  what  you  want  to  change,  the  more  effective  you  are  at  strate- 
gizing  it. 

For  example,  let’s  say  one  of  your  problems  is  profanity,  or  you 
don’t  like  the  way  young  people  are  treating  each  other  or  their 
coaches  with  disrespect.  So  you  focus  on  that  and  you  know  what 
you’re  going  to  enforce.  The  more  specific  you  are  about  the  out¬ 
comes,  the  more  likely  you  are  to  design  a  strategy  that’s  truly  de¬ 
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signed  to  achieve  that  outcome.  Secondly,  you  now  have  a  basis  for 
evaluation. 

One  of  the  things  I  heard  somebody  say  as  I  was  going  around  to 
‘  the  tables  was:  “How  are  we  going  to  know  if  they’re  a  character 
■  teacher  or  not?  It’s  easy  to  deal  with  the  win/loss  record,  but  how  are 

•  we  going  to  know  whether  they’re  a  good  teacher?”  Well,  how  do  you 

•  know  whether  somebody’s  a  good  English  teacher?  How  do  you  know 
if  they’re  a  good  teacher  of  Spanish?  Come  on,  you  do  this  all  the 
time.  You  make  subjective  judgments  based  upon  professional  as¬ 
sessments — you  are  people  who  watch,  who  listen,  who  view. 

If  you  really,  really  care,  you’ll  start  asking  the  constituents. 
You’re  the  one  to  know  what  kind  of  character-building  program  you 
have.  First  of  all,  ask  former  and  current  athletes.  Secondly,  survey 
some  of  the  coaches  of  the  other  teams.  Survey  the  officials  and  even 
parents.  You’ll  start  getting  a  360-degree  kind  of  opinion. 

The  other  thing  that  struck  me  is  that  somebody  talked  about  the 
vagueness  of  this— it’s  just  such  a  hopeless  enterprise  because  if  we 
really,  really  wanted  coaches  to  be  character  builders,  wed  have  no 
way  of  assessment.  You  assess  that  all  the  time.  My  children  have 
teachers.  It  doesn’t  take  me  very  long  to  get  a  feel  for  what  values 
that  teacher  is  conveying  to  my  kids  and  how  she  or  anyone  is  in  the 
classroom.  The  athletics  director  who  watches  a  handful  of  practices, 
who  talks  to  athletes,  who  hangs  around  will  see.  The  issue  isn’t  just 
separating  bad  coaches  from  good  coaches,  it’s  how  to  make  good 
coaches  better. 

So  I  ask  you  to  revisit  in  some  ways  as  you  go  back  home  the 
question  of:  What  is  the  ideal  coach  like?  If  some  of  you  have  had  the 
benefit  in  your  life  of  thinking  of  a  coach  you  had  who  was  a  true 
model,  saying  this  is  the  kind  of  person  I  wish  all  my  coaches  would 
be,  then  ask  yourself  what  qualities  did  that  person  manifest?  Don’t 
assume  they  were  natural  or  inherent.  That  coach  may  have  devel¬ 
oped  those  qualities  over  time.  You,  too,  can  teach  and  train  and  de¬ 
velop  that  in  your  coaches  and  in  your  athletes. 

The  other  thing  is  to  remember  that  your  athletes  are  potential 
leaders  and  to  give  them  leadership  training  and  opportunities  to 
speak  to  younger  kids,  and  therefore  enhance  their  own  character-de¬ 
velopment  issues. 

Another  vision  I’d  like  to  share  with  you  is  the  notion  of  your 
sports  program  in  general  and  everybody  in  it  being  an  ambassador 
of  your  college.  In  fact,  that’s  the  biggest  argument  you  can  use  as  to 
why  it’s  so  important  to  win  so  many  games,  because  we  get  this  na¬ 
tional  image  and  help  people  come  to  our  school  and  alumni — so  ob¬ 
viously,  there’s  a  whole  public  relations  thing  tied  up  in  how  well  your 
athletic  programs  do.  Well,  don’t  you  think  there’s  a  whole  public  re¬ 
lations  thing  tied  up  in  what  kind  of  athletic  program  that  repre¬ 
sents^ 

Right  now,  if  I  mentioned  the  name  Bobby  Knight,  what  do  you 
think  of?  Do  you  think  of  a  winning  basketball  team  at  a  great  uni- 


versity  or  possibly  a  coach  who  does  not  exercise  self-control  with 
enough  consistency?  If  I  say  University  of  Minnesota,  right  now 
youVe  going  to  be  thinking  of  the  cheating  scandal.  Mention  Florida 
State  and  you’ll  recall  more  than  one  problem  with  athletes  with  off- 
the-field  conduct. 

My  point  is  not  right  now  to  blame  those  institutions.  All  I’m  say- 
ing  is  the  impressions  that  those  institutions  have  conveyed  to  the 
world  is  affected  as  well  by  what  kinds  of  stories  and  situations  come 
out  from  those  sports  programs.  If  you  truly  thought  of  every  coach 
and  every  athlete  as  an  ambassador  of  the  college,  you  would  simply 
ask  yourself  what  kinds  of  behavior  do  I  want  to  encourage  and  dis¬ 
courage?  That’s  what  the  student  code  of  conduct  is  about  in  part _ 

to  help  them  understand  the  importance  of  that. 

That’s  why  this  role  modeling  thing  we  argue  is  very  clear.  If  you 
are  an  athlete,  you  are  in  a  role-model  function  simply  because  it’s 
highly  visible.  Charles  Barkley  aside,  role  modeling  is  not  an  op¬ 
tional  position.  You  don  t  volunteer  for  it.  You  just  are  simply  there 
because  people  want  to  be  like  you.  If  people  want  to  be  like  you  be¬ 
cause  of  what  you  are  or  what  you  have,  responsibility  is  attached  to 
that.  Whether  you  acknowledge  them  or  not,  the  responsibility  is  at¬ 
tached.  The  only  question  is  whether  you  meet  them  or  not. 

Also,  I  heard  people  talk  about  barriers — the  whole  culture  is  a 
barrier.  What  are  we  going  to  do?  It’s  not  just  this,  it’s  MTV,  it’s  the 
journalism,  it’s  the  politicians,  it’s  what  happens  in  Washington 
There  s  two  ways  to  look  at  this.  Either  look  at  all  those  bad  things 
as  more  obstacles  or  simply  look  at  it  as  the  landscape  upon  which 
you  are  performing  a  task. 

The  question  isn’t  how  can  I  build  character  when  MTV  promotes 
this  and  Washington  promotes  that.  It’s  how  can  I  promote  charac¬ 
ter  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Washington  promotes  this  and  MTV  pro¬ 
motes  that?  Just  treat  what  you  think  are  barriers  as  simply  the  de¬ 
finition  of  the  problem.  Instead  of  being  stymied  by  the  problems, 
think  about  what  am  I  going  to  do  to  overcome  this? 

One  of  the  barriers  is  that  there’s  no  incentives  for  character 
building.  The  only  way  coaches  tend  to  get  hired,  fired,  promoted  or 
rewarded  is  induced  in  one  way  or  the  other  by  their  win  and  loss 
records.  Okay,  who  decides  that?  Who  decides  what  the  incentive 
systems  are?  Could  you  not  design  different  kinds  of  incentive  sys¬ 
tems?  If  you’re  concerned  with  character  development  and  you’re 
concerned  with  leadership,  there  are  two  styles.  One  might  be  nega¬ 
tive  sanctions  for  misbehavior. 

What  if,  for  instance,  your  coaches  had  a  disincentive  in  their  con¬ 
tracts  for  unsportsmanlike  conduct  calls  or  technical  fouls  or  misbe¬ 
havior  of  their  athletes  off  the  field.  Maybe  you  could  have  a  reward 
process  if  you  go  through  a  whole  term  and  semester  that  is  trouble 
free,  just  as  you  would  with  grades  and  grade-point  averages. 
Graduation  rates  are  only  one  small  and  final  evaluation  that  hardly 
does  the  deed  because  we  don’t  know  what  kind  of  education  they  got 
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along  the  process  of  graduating.  More  important  is  educational  qual¬ 
ity.  Did  these  young  people  get  a  quality  education?  You  want 
coaches  who  care  about  that.  You  will  start  to  measure  that  by  the 
different  ways  you  encourage  it. 

You  even  have  to  be  careful  with  that  because  you’re  dealing  with 
people  who  love  to  gain  in  every  system;  that’s  sort  of  the  mentality. 
So  if  you  start  grading  GPAs,  let’s  say  you  start  giving  incentives  for 
GPAs.  You  better  be  careful  what  courses  they  pick,  right?  Because 
one  of  the  sure  things  they’ll  do  is  pick  courses  so  we  can  get  high 
grades,  let’s  pick  the  easy  graders.  So  you  have  to  acknowledge 
there’s  no  system  that  you  can  devise  that  someone  can’t  corrupt. 
The  problem  is  trying  to  find  people  of  integrity  and  your  own  good 
sense  of  vigilance  to  say  we’re  serious  about  this;  this  is  what  we 
want  you  to  achieve. 

By  the  way,  does  that  mean  that  performance  in  winning  is  irrel¬ 
evant?  No.  Because  you’ve  got  to  believe  that  coaching  has  some  im¬ 
pact  on  performance.  Confident,  skilled  coaches  ought  to  improve  the 
performance  of  their  athletes.  Therefore,  you  ought  to  be  looking  to 
see  whether  or  not  these  coaches  in  fact  are  competent,  skilled 
coaches  who  are  getting  the  most  out  of  their  athletes. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  you  want  them  to  have  balance  and  not 
view  that  as  a  barrier.  Remove  your  barriers  to  see  if  you  can  find  in¬ 
centives.  One  of  the  things  you’ll  find  within  the  Arizona  board  doc¬ 
ument  is  a  whole  state  of  implementation  strategies  that  was  also 
worked  out  to  try  to  suggest  specific  ways  to  accomplish  these  goals. 

Let’s  look  for  a  moment  about  the  quick  list  of  the  problems  that 
you  might  have  to  address,  because  some  of  you  have  more  or  less 
than  a  complete  list.  First  of  all  is  what  seems  to  me  is  integrity  is¬ 
sues — fidelity  to  the  academic  and  character-building  objectives  in  a 
must-win  business  culture.  Your  culture  may  be  much  less  than  that 
at  your  individual  school,  but  you  have  to  understand  the  education 
of  your  own  coaches  and  athletes  who  are  in  this  must-win  business 
culture. 

One  of  the  things  I  think  we  underestimate  is  how  much  sheer 
ego  and  pride  is  attributed  to  the  must-win-at-any-cost  mentality.  We 
constantly  think  it’s  an  issue  of  money.  Take  away  the  money  and 
many  of  these  people  were  every  bit  as  competitive.  As  I  was  a  fresh¬ 
man  practicing  law,  I  wanted  to  win.  We  were  competitive  because  it 
was  the  general  nature  of  wanting  to  win.  So  keep  in  mind  that  the 
culture  about  winning  isn’t  truly  about  incentives  and  disincentives, 
it’s  about  priorities  and  values. 

So  what  you  want  to  do  is  not  deemphasize  winning  so  much  and 
try  to  say  it’s  only  a  game.  That  demeans  people  who  make  a  liveli¬ 
hood  or  try  to  be  good  at  this  practice.  You  don't  want  to  say  it’s  only 
a  game,  but  you  say  there  are  other  things  more  important  than  win¬ 
ning.  The  pursuit  of  victory  with  honor  is  the  phrase  that  we’re  urg¬ 
ing  you  to  think  of  over  and  over  again  because  it’s  trying  to  win 
that’s  important.  It’s  trying  to  get  the  win  that’s  important.  But 
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without  the  honor,  you  lose  everything.  But  that’s  very  difficult  in  a 
must-win  society. 

I  was  at  the  Olympic  games  in  ‘96  and  I  saw  Nike— not  my  fa- 
vorite  sponsor — who  had  an  ad  that  said,  “You  do  not  win  the  silver, 
you  lose  the  gold.”  Now,  what  kind  of  mentality  is  that  where  even 
the  second-best  athlete  in  the  entire  world  is  made  to  feel  like  a  loser 
and  that’s  the  psychology?  Character  and  competency  of  coaches  is  a 
big  issue,  as  is  the  notion  of  cheating  and  gamesmanship.  The  char¬ 
acter  and  competency  of  coaches  is  an  administrative  responsibility. 
We  just  had  a  situation  at  the  University  of  Alabama.  A  coach  paid 
a  very  serious  fine  for  sexual  harassment — the  school  paid  $250,000 
to  $270,000.  There  was  some  talk  about  him  losing  his  job.  The  ath¬ 
letics  director  lost  his  job.  But  the  coach  ended  up  10  and  2  and  just 
got  a  two-year  extension. 

I’m  not  saying  whether  he  should  have  gotten  the  extension  or 
not;  I  don’t  know  enough  about  the  internal  facts.  But  without  a  clear 
statement  by  the  university  that  we  don’t  tolerate  this  and  it  isn’t 
just  because  he’s  a  good  coach,  the  message  that’s  being  sent  is  the 
character  of  our  coach  is  much  less  important  than  his  competency. 

My  guess  is  that  if  it  happened  in  Washington  recently,  that  may 
not  be  a  total  surprise.  Remember,  the  public  was  asked  to  vote  about 
how  important  character  was.  Many  said  as  long  as  he  keeps  the 
trains  running  on  time,  I  don’t  care  what  he  does  in  his  personal  life. 
Whatever  you  think  about  that  in  the  presidency,  if  you  truly  believe 
your  coach  is  a  teacher,  you  have  to  ask  yourself  if  you  would  keep 
this  person  as  a  superintendent  of  schools  at  a  high  school?  Would 
you  keep  him  as  a  high-school  teacher?  As  a  university  president? 
Should  the  standards  of  character  for  coaches  be  lower  than  in  any  of 
those  situations? 

Cheating  and  gamesmanship.  Gamesmanship  is  the  theory  that 
winning  is  what’s  important  and  you  do  it  by  bending  or  breaking  the 
rules.  That’s  what  Briana  Scurry  did.  It’s  the  outcome  standard 
that’s  in  our  mentality.  As  far  as  integrity,  it’s  playing  the  game  the 
way  the  game  was  written.  You  want  a  rule  changed,  you  change  the 
rules.  Sportsmanship,  on-the-field  conduct,  everything  from  taunt¬ 
ing,  screaming,  yelling,  you  see  all  that.  Modeling,  off-the-field  con¬ 
duct,  it’s  a  huge  issue  now.  It’s  almost  in  the  news  weekly. 

What  are  you  telling  them  at  the  beginning  of  the  program? 
What  are  you  telling  them  during  the  program  to  make  them  under¬ 
stand  if  they  want  to  play,  they’ve  got  to  behave  themselves  and  be 
good  ambassadors  for  the  program?  Parents,  are  you  having  appro¬ 
priate  discipline?  Nobody  knows  when  somebody  does  something 
wrong  who’s  fair.  You’ve  got  to  think  about  this  ahead  of  time  in  some 
meaningful  way.  Conduct  of  spectators  and  spirit  groups,  including- 
parents  is  a  huge  issue.  Who  can  control  it?  If  you  believe  a  coach  is 
a  teacher,  that  the  field  is  a  classroom  and  therefore  everything  that 
goes  on  in  that  classroom  is  your  business,  then  you  can  control  that 
with  rules  and  policies  and  standards. 
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In  your  professional  code  of  athlete  relationships,  make  certain 
that  coaches  understand  that  sexual  relations  with  athletes  and 
things  of  that  nature  are  very  critical  and  serious.  Excessive  com¬ 
mercialism.  What  else  arc  you  willing  to  sell?  If  you  watched  the 
Sugar  Bowl,  you  know  who  Nokia  was  because  that  logo  was  on  every 
single  player  like  it  was  a  walking  billboard.  These  minors  were  car¬ 
rying  logos  of  corporations  as  their  soul.  Soon  they’ll  sell  parts  of 
their  body,  places  for  the  logo.  Finally,  there  are  Title  IX  gender  is¬ 
sues. 

Let  me  conclude  with  this.  The  whole  hope  and  notion  for  me,  at 
least  of  Division  III  sports,  is  it’s  the  area  in  which  sports  can  be  the 
purest  in  college.  You  don’t  have  the  same  pressures.  You  don’t  have 
the  same  temptations.  You  don’t  have  the  same  demands.  At  the 
same  time,  if  you’re  not  vigilant,  it  all  goes  in  one  direction.  The  ten¬ 
dency  is  to  go  downward,  not  upward,  if  you’re  not  mentioned. 

And  I’ll  close  with  this  story.  It  comes  from  the  play  “All  My 
Sons.  The  relationship  between  the  father  and  sons  is  the  essential 
part.  The  son  had  always  loved  and  admired  the  father,  but  he  began 
to  find  out  that  the  father  had  done  some  pretty  shabby  things  in  his 
life.  So  as  the  father  feels  the  esteem  slipping  away,  he  says,  “Son,  I’m 
not  worse  than  anybody  else.”  The  son  looks  at  him  and  says:  “I  know, 
dad,  but  I  thought  you  were  better.  You’re  supposed  to  be  better.” 
Please  go  out  and  be  better 

Thank  you  very  much.  (Applause) 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Die:  Thank  you,  Michael,  for  helping  us  to  think  about  is¬ 
sues  of  value,  character  and  ethics.  These  are  issues  of  high  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  Division  III  institutional  representatives  in  this  room. 

I’d  also  like  to  thank  all  the  participants,  particularly  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  and  members  of  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee.  We  appreciate  your  work  that  was  put  into  making  this  pro¬ 
gram  possible.  We  must  all  work  together  daily  with  our 
student-athletes  to  foster  more  positive  behavior.  I  trust  and  agree 
that  today’s  sessions  were  a  great  start  in  that  direction.  I  hope  we 
can  carry  what  we’ve  learned  back  to  our  campuses  and  conferences 
and  build  on  it. 

Remember  that  this  year’s  Convention  formally  opens  with  a 
general  business  session  at  3:45,  so  we’ll  have  to  walk  fast.  Also, 
please  remember  that  the  honors  dinner  will  begin  at  7:30.  Goodbye' 

[The  Forum  was  adjourned  at  3:29  p.mj 
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Monday  Morning,  January  10,  2000 

The  Division  III  business  session  was  called  to  order  at  8  a.m., 
with  Division  III  Presidents  Council  Chair  Ann  Die,  Hendnx  College, 
presiding. 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Ann  Die  (Hendrix  College):  Good  morning  and  welcome  to 
today’s  Division  III  business  session.  I  am  Ann  Die,  president  of  Hen¬ 
drix  College  and  chair  of  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council.  I  will 
chair  the  Division  III  business  sessions. 

I  realize  our  configuration  is  not  perfect.  It  seems  some  years  we 
have  rows  so  far  back  that  you  can’t  see  the  podium.  This  year  we 
may  be  experiencing  the  opposite  extreme  of  being  so  spread  out.  We 
do  have  an  advantage  of  having  all  the  microphones  at  the  front  ot 
the  room,  so  you  will  not  have  to  turn  your  head  360  degrees  to  see  if 
there’s  someone  else  waiting  at  the  microphone.  T  n 

Joining  me  this  morning  are — I  will  ask  them  to  stand  as  I  call 
their  names— Tom  Courtice,  president  of  Ohio  Wesleyan  University 
and  vice-chair  of  the  Presidents  Council;  John  Biddiscombe,  director 
of  athletics  at  Wesleyan  University  and  chair  of  the  Division  III  Man¬ 
agement  Council;  Lynda  Calkins,  director  of  athletics  at  Hollins  Uni¬ 
versity  and  vice-chair  of  the  Management  Council;  Georgana  Tag¬ 
gart,  coordinator  of  parallel  studies  and  faculty  athletics 
representative  at  the  College  of  Mount  St.  Vincent;  Dan  Dutcher,  who 
serves  as  Division  III  chief  of  staff;  Bridget  Belgiovine,  who  serves  as 
Division  III  assistant  chief  of  staff;  Chris  Martin,  who  is  a  member¬ 
ship  services  representative  at  the  national  office.  He  is  our  Division 
III  legislative  liaison.  Lynn  Holzman  is  an  NCAA  legislative  coordi¬ 
nator.  Lynn  and  Chris  will  serve  as  our  interpretive  experts  during 
our  discussion  of  proposed  legislation.  Judson  Taylor,  who  is  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  State  University  of  New  York  at  Cortland  and  a  member 
of  the  Presidents  Council.  Jud  will  present  the  Presidents  Council 
report  in  a  few  minutes.  And  Carlyle  Carter,  executive  director  of  the 
Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference  and  a  member  of  t  e 
Management  Council.  He  will  present  the  Management  Council 

recort 

Also  joining  us  is  a  court  reporter  whose  name  is  Annisa  Justice. 
She  will  help  create  an  accurate  record  of  our  meeting.  Some  of  you 
may  remember  Annisa  as  a  long-time  staff  member  from  the  NCAAs 
days  in  Kansas  City.  She  will  need  when  you  go  to  the  microphone 

your  name  and  your  institution.  , 

One  procedure  we  must  dispense  with  is  the  need  to  adopt  the 
Convention  Notice  and  Convention  Program  before  beginning  our 


business.  Before  I  ask  for  a  motion  to  accept  the  Notice  and  Program 
I  would  like  to  point  out  that  pages  4  through  6  of  the  Notice  describe 
various  corrections  and  editorial  revisions.  These  are  deemed  not  to 
be  controversial  in  nature.  However,  we  also  will  try  to  remind  you 
of  those  corrections  when  we  address  the  specific  proposals. 

If  we  vote  to  accept  the  Convention  Notice  and  Program,  we  will 
vote  on  the  proposals  in  the  order  they  appear  in  those  publications. 
So  if  you  wish  to  reorder  a  proposal,  now  is  the  time  to  do  so.  Please 
note  that  any  motion  to  reorder  a  proposal  designated  for  roll-call 
vote  also  will  have  to  be  approved  by  roll  call.  Please  note  that  by 
adopting  the  Notice  and  Program,  you  also  are  adopting  the  noncon- 
troversial  amendments  in  Appendix  B.  The  deregulation  phase  has 
four  amendments  to  discuss.  These  amendments  all  have  been  ap- 
proved  by  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council  and 
published  in  The  NCAA  News.  We  will  not  discuss  any  of  them  indi¬ 
vidually,  unless  you  move  to  do  so  at  this  time. 

I  will  now  ask  for  a  motion  to  adopt  the  Notice  and  the  Program 
for  the  Division  III  business  session  so  that  we  may  proceed  with  our 
work. 

[A  motion  to  adopt  the  Convention  Program  was  made,  seconded- 
and  approved.] 

Now  I  will  review  the  timetable  related  to  today’s  agenda.  Part 
of  it  is  to  enter  into  the  record  what  we  intend  to  do  today.  Our  job 
between  now  and  5  p.m.  is  to  complete  the  portion  of  the  Division  III 
agenda  identified  on  page  12  of  the  Program.  We  will  meet  this  morn- 
mg  until  noon,  at  which  time  we  will  break  for  lunch.  After  lunch  we 
will  reconvene  at  1:30  and  meet  until  5  p.m. 

We  will  begin  our  business  this  morning  by  receiving  reports 
from  the  Presidents  Council  and  the  Management  Council.  Next,  we 
will  vote  on  Division  III  legislation.  We  will  consider  a  total  of  45  leg¬ 
islative  proposals  over  the  next  two  days,  but  we  will  handle  only  10 
roll-call  proposals  today.  When  that  time  comes,  I  will  turn  over  the 
gavel  to  John  Biddiscombe.  John  will  review  the  necessary  informa¬ 
tion  related  to  our  voting  procedures,  and  he  will  preside  over  our 
consideration  of  those  proposals.  After  we  complete  our  voting,  and  if 
time  permits,  we  will  take  our  morning  break. 

After  our  break,  we  will  conclude  our  morning  with  two  sessions, 
n  our  first  session,  Lynda  Calkins  will  present  an  update  on  the 
progress  of  the  Division  III  strategic  plan.  The  discussion  will  high¬ 
light  the  key  pnorities  and  goals  articulated  in  the  plan.  It  will  also 
incorporate  by  reference  the  written  reports  of  our  Division  III  and 
Association-wide  committees. 

Although  we  will  not  hear  directly  from  the  committee  chairs  like 
we  did  last  year,  the  written  reports  identify  issues  in  the  strategic 
plan  that  will  be  the  focus  of  the  future  work  of  our  committees  We 
will  hear  directly  from  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee 
however,  because  we  want  to  ensure  that  the  work  of  that  committee 
remains  a  primary  focus  of  our  governance  structure. 
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Our  second  discussion  this  morning  will  focus  on  the  Division  III 
Institutional  Self-Study  Guide,  which  we  will  refer  to  probably  more 
often  to  as  the  ISSG,  and  the  related  issue  of  Division  III  financial 
aid.  This  session  will  include  a  status  report  on  the  review  of  finan¬ 
cial  aid  as  well  as  the  next  steps  in  defining  the  future  of  Division  III 
financial  aid.  That  discussion  should  take  us  to  noon  and  lunchtime. 

After  lunch,  we  will  open  the  window  for  reconsideration  related 
to  the  legislation  voted  on  this  morning.  John  Biddiscombe  will  han¬ 
dle  that.  Once  we  close  the  window  of  reconsideration,  we  will  con¬ 
duct  three  separate  discussion  forums.  I  encourage  your  input  dur¬ 
ing  those  important  sessions. 

The  first  forum  this  afternoon  will  be  dedicated  to  the  issue  of  gen¬ 
der  and  ethnic  diversity  in  Division  III.  That  session  should  last  ap¬ 
proximately  an  hour  and  15  minutes.  The  issue  is  a  top  priority 
throughout  the  entire  Association  and  affects  us  at  the  national,  con¬ 
ference  and  campus  levels.  Our  division  has  unique  issues  and  chal¬ 
lenges  related  to  the  issue  of  diversity,  and  we  will  focus  on  those  topics 
during  our  discussion.  At  that  time,  we  will  take  our  afternoon  break. 

We  will  begin  our  second  afternoon  discussion  session  at  approx¬ 
imately  3  p.m.  It  will  focus  on  the  legislative  future  of  Division  III, 
including  deregulation  and  the  simplification  of  the  Division  III  Man¬ 
ual.  The  members  of  our  Interpretations  and  Legislation  Committee 
will  coordinate  that  session. 

Our  third  discussion  will  focus  on  the  future  of  amateurism  reg¬ 
ulations  in  the  Association  overall  and  in  particular  Division  III.  The 
members  of  our  new  Amateurism  Task  Force  will  lead  that  session. 
The  amateurism  session  should  start  around  4  p.m,  and  take  us  to 
the  end  of  the  day.  If  we  have  any  time  left  over,  we  will  open  the  floor 
for  questions.  We  intend  to  adjourn  this  afternoon  by  5  o’clock. 

We  have  a  full  agenda,  and  we  will  need  to  stay  on  schedule.  I  en¬ 
courage  you  to  be  prompt  when  you  return  from  lunch  and  breaks.  I 
would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  and  ask  individuals  who  have  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  governance  of  Division  III  to  stand.  If  you  partici¬ 
pated  in  any  of  the  committees,  in  planning  the  conference,  in  partic¬ 
ipating  in  the  planning  of  yesterday’s  forum,  in  any  of  the  forums 
today,  or  served  directly  on  the  governance  staff,  please  stand. 

I  will  begin  by  asking  members  of  the  Presidents  Council  to  stand. 
Please  remain  standing.  Members  of  the  Management  Council,  please 
join  them.  Those  of  you  who  served  in  our  governance  structure  or 
Convention  planning  or  programs  in  any  way,  please  stand  and  join 
them.  Any  of  the  committees,  Association- wide,  Division  III.  I  want  to 
thank  all  of  these  individuals  for  the  work  they  put  in,  sometimes  daily, 
on  our  behalf.  Would  you  please  join  me?  (Applause) 

Anyone  who  served  on  a  sport  committee  or  hosted  an  NCAA 
championship  the  past  year,  would  you  please  stand  as  well?  (Ap¬ 
plause)  In  my  early  reference  to  committees,  I  meant  all  committees 
should  be  included,  as  well  as  those  who  were  host  of  a  championship. 

There  are  a  few  comments  I  would  like  to  make,  then  we  will 
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begin  with  our  actual  work.  Just  some  personal  comments.  In  my 
view,  the  Division  III  governance  structure  has  really  gained  some 
maturity  over  the  years— the  few  years  we  have  been  federated— and 
is  working  well  We  have  extremely  good  communication  between 
members  of  the  Presidents  Council,  the  Management  Council  and  the 
committee  structure.  Members  of  the  Management  Council  serve  on 
each  Division  III  general  committee.  Representatives  of  the  Man¬ 
agement  Council  routinely  attend  Presidents  Council  meetings.  That 
cross  combination  has  proven  very  beneficial,  especially  as  we  deal 
with  tough  issues. 

I  have  been  particularly  impressed  with  how  committee  and 
Council  members  approach  their  governance  structure  responsibili- 
ties_  Members  consistently  attempt  to  leave  their  institutional,  sport 
conference  and  regional  interests  aside,  and  strive  to  look  at  the  big 
picture  and  what  s  in  the  best  interest  of  the  division  as  a  whole  This 
is  a  real  credit  to  those  serving  in  the  structure,  and  it  allows  us  truly 
to  benefit  from  the  diversity  of  our  membership.  This  is  especially 
true  of  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council 
.,  ^genda  and  initiatives  routinely  are  evaluated  in  light  of 
the  Division  III  philosophy  statement  and  strategic  plan.  If  a  recom¬ 
mendation  is  not  consistent  with  the  plan  and  our  philosophy,  it  does 
not  progress.  Please  keep  this  concept  in  mind  as  we  discuss  our  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  over  the  next  two  days.  Almost  all  of  the  proposals 
you  will  consider  originated  in  the  committee  structure  and  have 
been  reviewed  by  numerous  committees  and  the  Management  Coun¬ 
cil  on  the  way  to  sponsorship  by  the  Presidents  Council  and  consid¬ 
eration  on  the  Convention  floor. 

Of  course  this  review  process  does  not  ensure  that  the  proposals 
are  perfect.  But  it  does  mean  that  the  proposals  represent  the  col¬ 
lective  hard  work  and  wisdom  of  many  individuals  from  very  diverse 
backgrounds  across  the  country,  many  of  whom  are  here  today  and 
who  serve  as  committee  and  Council  members.  These  proposals  are 
an  attempt  in  some  way  to  further  the  Division  III  philosophy. 

My  final  comment  relates  to  the  role  of  our  division  and  the  eov- 
ernance  structure  in  the  Association  as  a  whole.  As  you  heard  during 
the  opening  business  session  yesterday,  Association-wide  issues  are 
dealt  with  in  the  Executive  Committee.  As  you  also  heard  yesterday, 
the  Committee  continues  to  define  its  proper  role  and  function  in  the 
new  governance  structure.  My  pledge  to  you  is  that  as  chair  of  the 
Presidents  Council  and  a  member  of  the  Association-wide  Executive 
Committee,  I  will  continue  to  work  to  ensure  that  the  voice  of  our  di¬ 
vision  is  heard  in  the  deliberations  of  that  Association-wide  body. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  receive  the  Presidents  Council  and  Man- 
agement  Council  reports.  Presenting  the  Presidents  Council  report 
*  rejldGn  4  Judson  Tay!or  of  the  State  University  of  New  York 
at  CortlancL  President  Taylor  is  completing  his  final  year  on  the 
Presidents  Council.  He  has  served  on  many  Council  subcommittees 
including  our  Convention  Planning  Committee  and  the  Executive 
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Committee’s  Subcommittee  on  Gender  and  Diversity  Issues.  He  has 
been  a  dedicated  member  of  the  Council,  and  we  will  miss  his  many 
valuable  contributions. 

President  Taylor.  (Applause) 

PRESIDENTS  COUNCIL  REPORT 

Judson  Taylor  (State  University  of  New  York  at  Cortland)- 
I  hank  you,  Ann.  I  certainly  enjoyed  the  character-building  session 
yesterday.  I  thought  what  a  test  of  character  it  is  to  come  from  the 
frozen  tundra  of  upstate  New  York  to  sunny  San  Diego  and  a  packed 
agenda  at  the  NCAA  meeting. 

.  Ills  a  Pleasure  to  present  this  report  summarizing  the  work  of 
the  Division  III  Presidents  Council  during  1999.  In  the  second  full 
year  of  the  federated  structure,  we  directed  much  more  attention  to 
the  work  and  progress  of  the  Management  Council  on  behalf  of  the 
committee  structure  and  division.  Following  the  adoption  of  legisla¬ 
tion  of  last  year’s  Convention  to  expand  the  size  of  the  Presidents 
Council,  we  welcomed  four  new  members.  I  would  like  them  to  stand- 
b tan  ley  B.  Caine,  Adnan  College;  Daniel  DiBiasio,  Wilmington  Col- 
ege;  Muriel  Howard,  Buffalo  State  College;  Jeanie  Watson,  Nebraska 
Wesleyan  University.  Welcome  to  the  Council. 

Wei began  the  year  with  our  annual  joint  meeting  with  members 
from  the  Management  Council.  The  meeting  focused  on  four  key 
areas  for  Division  III:  strategic  planning,  communication,  the  gover- 
nance  structure,  and  Association-wide  issues.  Both  Councils  recom¬ 
mended  continued  efforts  to  promote  the  principles  for  which  the  di¬ 
vision  is  based,  including  a  significant  focus  on  academics.  We 
endorsed  efforts  to  pursue  membership  education  and  communica¬ 
tion  and  student-athlete  welfare  issues.  We  also  endorsed  continued 
educational  efforts  in  the  areas  of  sportsmanship,  gambling  and  al¬ 
cohol-related  issues. 

From  an  Association-wide  perspective,  the  Councils  discussed  the 
importance  of  a  Division  III  voice  on  the  Executive  Committee  In 
that  regard,  I  would  like  to  thank  Presidents  Ann  Die  and  Tom  Cour- 
tice  for  their  outstanding  voices  on  behalf  of  Division  III  as  members 
ot  the  Executive  Committee. 

Strategic  planning  remains  a  high  priority  for  the  Council. 
Greater  details  of  the  plan  will  be  provided  later  this  morning  The 
Presidents  Council  commends  the  work  during  the  past  year  of  the 
strategic  Planning  Subcommittee,  the  Management  Council  and 
committee  structure  toward  achieving  the  objectives  identified  in  our 
p  an.  I  urge  the  membership  to  scan  the  strategic  plan  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  reports,  which  were  distributed  to  you  this  morning,  for  a  bet¬ 
ter  understanding  of  the  w'ork  of  the  governance  structure. 

,,  ™AWlth  strategic  planning,  the  Presidents  Council  approved 
the  2000  Convention  schedule  and  discussion  forums  and  focused  its 
attention  on  three  other  major  issues  over  the  last  year.  One  was  a 
formal  evaluation  of  the  new  governance  structure.  While  the  Man- 
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agement  Council  and  the  committees  identified  minor  structural 
changes  based  on  the  overall  evaluation,  the  new  federated  structure 
appears  to  be  working  well  for  Division  III. 

A  second  issue  was  championships.  The  Council  endorsed  in¬ 
creases  in  several  individual  and  team  sport  field  sizes  and  approved 

e  recommendation  to  standardize  the  championships  experience 
for  all  Division  III  student-athletes.  These  initiatives  were  funded 
beginning  with  the  1999-2000  academic  year.  The  Council  also  con¬ 
tinues  to  monitor  the  implementation  of  the  automatic  qualification 
process  that  was  adopted  by  the  membership  at  last  year’s  Conven- 
i'itk  i  T?Ud  be  noted,that  over  the  past  three  years,  the  Division 
tiatives  h3S  SUpP°rted  0Ver  $2  mil,ion  in  new  championships  ini- 

The  third  issue,  legislation  and  deregulation,  is  most  evident  by 
an  increased  number  of  legislative  proposals.  The  Council  spent  k 
considerable  amount  of  time  addressing  key  issues,  such  as  Proposal 
o.  49,  to  require  institutional  chief  executive  officers  to  have  ulti¬ 
mate  responsibility  and  final  authority  for  the  operation  of  Division 
11  member  conferences;  proposal  No.  50,  to  require  each  Division  III 
multisport  conference  to  establish  a  conference  Student-Athlete  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  as  a  condition  and  obligation  of  membership;  and 
Proposal  No.  51,  issues  related  to  collegiate  all-star  contests  in  Divi- 
sion  HI  If  adopted,  Division  III  institutions  will  have  the  ultimate 
authority  to  determine  involvement  of  institutional  personnel,  equip¬ 
ment  and  facilities  in  all-star  contests.  Student-athletes  with  eligi¬ 
bility  remaining  will  be  precluded  from  participation  in  all-star  con¬ 
tests  in  all  sports. 

,...  Pr°P°sal  No.  55  prohibits  outside  competition  during  the  non  tra¬ 
ditional  segment  I  should  add  that  today  we’re  introducing  an 
amendment  that  deals  separately  with  golf  and  tennis.  With  this  pro¬ 
posal,  the  membership  will  have  the  responsibility  to  act  on  this 
issue,  which  has  been  discussed  for  several  years.  The  Council  antic¬ 
ipates  a  spirited  debate  and  hopes  for  the  ultimate  adoption  of  this 
proposal. 

,,  ™e-Tre  other  highlights  during  the  past  year.  We  approved 
the  establishment  of  a  Division  III  Amateurism  Task  Force  to  work  in 
concert  with  Divisions  I  and  II  to  address  amateurism  issues  for  the 
Association.  This  group  will  update  the  membership  on  its  work  later 
this  afternoon.  We  reviewed  the  Association’s  audit  report  on  gender 
equity  and  diversity,  as  recommended  by  the  Executive  Committee 
and  noted  the  importance  of  CEO  leadership  on  campuses  relative  to 
two  key  issues— hiring  of  women  and  minorities  and  increasing  par¬ 
ticipation  opportunities  and  sports  sponsorship  for  women’s  sports 
We  will  discuss  this  issue  of  diversity  in  Division  III  in  more  detail 
tnis  afternoon. 

We  selected  Peter  W.  Stanley,  president  of  Pomona-Pitzer  Col¬ 
leges,  and  Robert  H.  Chambers,  president  of  Western  Maryland  Col¬ 
lege,  to  begin  service  on  the  Council  at  the  close  of  the  Convention 
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Finally,  President  Die,  it’s  been  my  pleasure  to  serve  as  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Presidents  Council.  As  I  conclude  my  term,  I  wish  to  thank 
you  and  Tom  Courtice,  chair  and  vice-chair  of  the  Council,  for  your 
outstanding  leadership  on  behalf  of  Division  III.  I  wish  you  and  the 
rest  of  my  colleagues  the  best  as  we  begin  the  new  millennium.  That 
concludes  my  report.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Ms.  Die:  Thank  you,  Jud.  I  would  like  to  ask  those  of  you  here  to 
please  show  your  appreciation  to  Jud,  who  is  completing  his  term  on  the 
Presidents  Council,  and  also  to  Gordon  Haaland,  president  of  Gettysburg 
College,  as  departing  members  of  the  Presidents  Council.  (Applause) 

Our  next  report  summarizes  the  work  of  the  Management  Coun¬ 
cil  during  the  past  year.  Presenting  this  report  will  be  Carlyle  Carter, 
executive  director  of  the  Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Confer¬ 
ence.  Carlyle  is  completing  his  term  on  the  Management  Council, 
which  has  included  service  on  the  Interpretations  and  Legislation 
Committee  and  the  Walter  Byers  Scholarship  Committee,  as  well  as 
the  Administrative  Review  Subcommittee  and  the  Committee  to  Re¬ 
view  All-Star  Contest  Certification. 

Carlyle  Carter. 

MANAGEMENT  COUNCIL  REPORT 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
Thank  you,  President  Die.  Before  I  present  the  Management  Coun¬ 
cil  report,  I’d  like  to  make  just  a  few  personal  comments.  First  off,  it’s 
been  a  real  privilege  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the  Management  Coun¬ 
cil  during  the  last  three  years.  Ym  most  grateful  to  my  colleagues  on 
that  body  for  their  leadership  and  hard  work  during  1999  as  well  as 
the  two  previous  years.  I’d  like  to  also  thank  those  members  of  the 
Administrative  Review  Subcommittee,  Interpretations  and  Legisla¬ 
tion  Committee,  All-Star  Certifi cation,  and  the  Walter  Byers  Post¬ 
graduate  Scholarship  Committee. 

In  addition,  I’d  like  to  talk  about  membership  involvement  in  the 
NCAA.  The  NCAA  is  like  a  democracy.  It  requires  your  participation. 
If  you  don’t  participate,  if  you  don’t  get  involved  in  the  committee  and 
governance  structure,  it  might  as  well  be  a  dictatorship.  So  you  need 
to  get  involved. 

The  next  thing  I’d  like  to  do  is  thank  the  NCAA  staff.  If  you 
haven’t  been  involved  in  the  committee  structure  and  governance 
structure,  you  may  not  get  to  see  the  amount  of  hours  and  the  amount 
of  work  that  our  staff  performs  for  us.  You  have  to  go  backstage  to 
see  the  actors  running  back  and  forth  going  after  everything.  I  would 
like  to  applaud  our  NCAA  staff.  They  take  a  lot  of  heat  from  the 
media  as  though  they’re  the  ones  who  pass  the  legislation. 
They’re  the  ones  who  are  responsible  for  making  sure  that  we  adhere 
to  the  legislation  that  we  pass.  You  know,  we  are  the  NCAA.  So  when 
members  of  the  media  say,  “Those  idiots  at  the  NCAA,”  remember 
they’re  talking  about  you.  (Laughter)  So  you  need  to  respond  to 
those  who  aren’t  informed. 
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I’d  like  to  get  into  the  body  of  my  report.  On  behalf  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  Management  Council,  I  am  pleased  to  provide  a  report  of  our 
work  during  1999.  It’s  been  a  year  marked  by  significant  discussion; 
dialogue  and  debate  on  a  variety  of  issues  that  resulted  in  legislative 
proposals  that  the  membership  will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  in 
a  few  minutes.  The  Management  Council  would  like  to  thank  the 
members  of  the  Division  III  committee  structure  for  their  work  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year.  The  legislative  requirement  of  a  Management 
Council  representative  serving  on  all  Division  III  and  Association- 
wide  committees  continues  to  be  very  beneficial.  It  provides  a  criti¬ 
cal  communication  link  from  the  committees  to  the  Council. 

The  Council  would  also  like  to  express  appreciation  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council  for  empowering  us  to  en¬ 
gage  in  the  details  of  issues  and  present  recommendations  that  re¬ 
flect  our  collective  wisdom.  If  you  recall,  it  wasn't  too  long  ago  that 
the  presidents  asked  us  to  go  back  to  our  philosophy  and  make  sure 
that  our  legislation  reflects  our  philosophy.  We  applaud  them  on 
that. 

This  Convention  is  the  second  one  that  was  planned  with  the  as¬ 
sistance  of  a  Convention  Planning  Committee.  The  group  has  grown 
from  eight  to  11  individuals  and  now  includes  an  Executive  Commit¬ 
tee  member  from  the  NAD3AD  (National  Association  of  Division  III 
Athletics  Directors),  a  member  of  KARA,  and  a  representative  from 
the  Division  III  SAAC.  The  efforts  and  work  of  this  group  are  evident 
as  we  review  our  schedule  and  engage  each  other  over  the  next  day- 
and-a-half.  Our  thanks  to  the  members  of  this  committee.  Fd  like  to 
recognize  them:  John  Biddiscombe,  director  of  athletics,  Wesleyan 
University,  chair  of  the  Division  III  Management  Council;  Kaitlyn 
Chmielinksi,  a  student-athlete  from  Sweet  Briar  College  represent¬ 
ing  SAAC;  Tom  Courtice,  president,  Ohio  Wesleyan  University,  repre¬ 
senting  the  Presidents  Council;  Linda  Hopple,  executive  director, 
Middle  Atlantic  States  Athletic  Conference;  Leon  Lunder,  director  of 
athletics,  Carleton  College,  representing  the  NAD3AD;  Bob  Malekoff, 
director  of  athletics,  College  of  Wooster;  Oscar  Page,  president,  Austin 
College,  representing  the  Management  Council;  Joy  Reighn,  director 
of  athletics  at  Rowan  University,  representing  the  Management 
Council  and  serving  as  the  chair;  Marilyn  Skrivseth,  director  of  ath¬ 
letics,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Claire;  Judson  Taylor,  president, 
State  University  of  New  York  at  Cortland,  representing  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Council;  and  Christopher  Walker,  faculty  athletics  representa¬ 
tive,  University  of  Redlands. 

This  group,  along  with  the  Management  and  Presidents  Council, 
will  again  be  anxious  to  receive  our  comments  in  our  post-Convention 
questionnaire,  so  please  take  the  time  to  fill  that  out  and  turn  it  in. 

The  Division  III  strategic  plan  continues  to  provide  guidance  and 
direction  to  the  work  of  the  Council  and  committee  structure.  Later 
this  morning,  you  will  hear  great  detail  related  to  the  plan.  We  en¬ 
courage  each  delegate  to  review  the  plan,  which  continues  to  serve  as 
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a  blueprint  for  the  work  of  the  structure.  Your  comments  and  feed¬ 
back  regarding  the  details  of  the  plan  are  always  appreciated. 

General  Management  Council  business  included  the  updating  ol 
a  Division  III  fact  sheet  and  talking  points  and  the  distribution  to  the 
membership  of  a  Division  III  newsletter  on  a  quarter  y  basis.  These 
two  initiatives  serve  to  promote  Division  III  and  to  enhance  the  over¬ 
all  level  and  quality  of  communication  to  a  variety  of  membership 

constituencies  throughout  the  year.  , 

The  Council  and  the  committee  structure  engaged  in  a  formal 
evaluation  of  the  new  governance  structure.  The  committee  struc¬ 
ture  identified  several  minor  structural  changes,  which  were  ad¬ 
dressed  through  noncontroversial  legislation  contained  in  Appendix 
D.  your  blue  pages  of  the  2000  Official  Convention  Notice. 

A  few  key  recommendations  were:  To  increase  Division  Ill  stu- 
'  dent-athlete  representation  on  several  Association-wide  committees; 
a  student-athlete  from  Divisions  I  and  II  will  also  be  added;  and  the 
Division  III  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee  would  spec¬ 
ify  that  if  an  interim  vacancy  occurs  and  if  any  member  has  equal  to 
more  than  one-half  of  a  term  remaining,  then  that  committee  mem¬ 
ber  may  be  replaced  on  that  committee  by  another  representative  ol 
the  same  conference  or  institution  for  the  remainder  of  that  term  1 
know  you  all  understood  that;  and  to  separate  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
fractions  and  the  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  into  two  distinct 
committees  since  they  work  independently. 

Overall,  the  review  indicated  a  good  and  effective  working  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  Management  and  Presidents  Councils  and  the 
Division  III  committee  structure.  We  spent  a  significant  amount  ol 
time  reviewing  the  work  and  recommendations  from  Division  111  and 
Association-wide  committees.  We  applaud  the  committees  for  their 
efforts  during  the  past  year.  Detail  of  the  work  of  all  Division  III  and 
Association-wide  committees  is  contained  in  the  written  reports, 
which  each  delegate  received  this  morning. 

We  also  spent  a  considerable  amount  of  time  on  issues  related  to 
membership,  financial  aid,  deregulation  and  championships.  Much  of 
the  work  of  these  committees  is  reflected  in  the  46  legislative  pro¬ 
posals,  including  four  submitted  by  the  Division  III  membership  to  be 
voted  on  later  this  morning.  It  is  evident  that  federation  has  resulted 
in  more  discussions  and  issues  specific  to  Division  III.  We  view  this 


as  a  positive  development.  .  A 

The  Council  addressed  a  few  key  Association-wide  issues.  As  a 
result  of  the  gender  equity  and  diversity  audit,  we  discussed  several 
recommendations  to  increase  opportunities  for  women  and  minori¬ 
ties.  In  response  to  the  recommendation,  the  Council  agreed  to 
sponsor  a  discussion  session  on  gender  and  diversity  issues  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III.  That  discussion  will  occur  later  today. 

We  also  recommended  the  sponsorship  of  legislative  Proposals 
No.  56,  57  and  58  to  increase  NCAA  championship  opportunities  lor 
women.  The  Management  Council  Subcommittee  to  Address  All-Star 
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Contests  in  Division  III  recommended  a  series  of  legislative  modifi¬ 
cations  following  its  report  of  findings  and  membership  input.  The 
Council  recommended  that  the  Presidents  Council  sponsor  Proposal 
No.  51  to  address  the  issue.  The  proposal  addresses  three  issues  re- 
iatea  to  collegiate  all-star  contests  in  Division  Til, 

First,  it  treats  student-athletes  consistently  by  precluding  partic¬ 
ipation  in  all-star  events  in  all  sports  until  eligibility  is  exhausted 
Currently  the  prohibition  only  applies  to  football  and  men’s  basket¬ 
ball  athletes.  Second,  it  deletes  all  Manual  references  to  the  all-star 
contest  certification  process.  And  third,  it  permits  involvement  by  in¬ 
stitutional  staff  members  and  permits  the  use  of  institutional  facili¬ 
ties  in  all-star  contests. 

We  approved  increased  access  and  funding  for  individual  and 
team  sports  in  men’s  and  women’s  cross  country,  men’s  and  women’s 
tennis,  and  men’s  and  women’s  swimming.  Funding  began  with  this 
past  fall  s  competition. 

The  Council  also  approved  a  recommendation  from  the  Champi¬ 
onships  Committee  to  standardize  the  championships  experience  by 
providing  funding  for  mementos,  hospitality  activities  and  officials’ 
and  volunteer  apparel  for  all  Division  III  championship  finalists  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  fall  ‘99  championships. 

The  Council  has  also  charged  the  committee  to  engage  in  a  com¬ 
prehensive  review  of  the  championships  experience,  including  the 
site  selection  and  preliminary  bid  process.  The  Council  expects  a  re¬ 
port  on  this  topic  in  April  of  2000. 

r  Inter,Pretations  an(*  Legislation  Committee,  at  the  direction 
oi  the  Council,  spent  the  past  year  continuing  its  work  on  deregula¬ 
tion.  Proposa  s  59  through  79  are  a  result  of  their  comprehensive  ef¬ 
forts  and  will  be  presented  as  a  package.  The  committee  will  present 
more  specific  information  and  detail  regarding  its  work  this  after¬ 
noon.  A  membership  vote  on  the  deregulation  package  will  occur  to¬ 
morrow  morning. 

i  *  Membership,  Financial  Aid,  and  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation  Committees  jointly  sponsored  the  first  Division  III  educational 
videoconference  December  3.  Educational  initiatives  for  the  mem¬ 
bership  remain  a  high  priority.  The  Council  and  committee  structure 
remain  open  to  suggestions  for  the  best  means  of  disseminating  edu- 
cational  information  to  the  membership. 

The  Membership  Committee  recommended,  and  the  Council  ap¬ 
proved,  active  membership  status  for  six  institutions  and  four  new 
provisional  members  that  began  their  four-year  educational  pro¬ 
gramming.  Issues  regarding  Division  III  financial  aid  legislation  and 
the  awards  process  continue  to  dominate  the  work  of  the  committee 

mfTj  y,ou  7'11  he,ar  a  status  reP°rt  regarding  the  Institu¬ 
tional  Self-Study  Guide,  and  financial  aid  requirements  will  be  dis- 
cussed  later  this  morning. 

Another  legislative  proposal  that  clearly  merits  your  considera¬ 
tion  during  Division  III  voting  is  Proposal  No.  55,  which  precludes 
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competition  in  the  nontraditional  segment.  The  proposal  is  a  result 
of  considerable  Council  discussion,  member  input  and  compromise. 
The  proposal  represents  a  philosophical  position  that  competition  be¬ 
yond  the  traditional  segment  undermines  the  academic  mission  of 
Division  III  institutions  and  that  such  competition  is  unnecessary.  It 
also  fulfills  a  commitment  to  provide  a  clear  legislative  choice  to  the 
membership.  The  Council  hopes  that  the  debate  regarding  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  proposal  to  golf  and  tennis  does  not  distract  from  the 
overall  intent  and  purpose  of  the  legislation  that  we  heard  in  the 
Presidents  Council  report.  You  also  have  on  your  tables  issues  or  in¬ 
formation  regarding  golf  and  tennis. 

In  October,  the  Council  welcomed  Susan  Bassett,  director  of  ath¬ 
letics,  William  Smith  College,  to  fill  an  immediate  vacancy. 

The  Management  Council  wishes  to  thank  three  key  individuals 
whose  terms  of  service  will  conclude  at  the  close  of  the  Convention. 
The  first  is  Kerry  Gotham,  student-athlete  from  Nazareth  College 
who  is  completing  his  two-year  term  on  the  Council  as  a  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Division  III  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  Kerry 
has  served  on  the  Strategic  Planning  Committee  and  continues 
to  serve  on  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  I  also  believe 
Kerry  has  served  as  the  chair  of  the  NCAA  SAAC.  Kerry,  would  you 
stand?  (Applause) 

We  would  also  like  to  thank  Lynda  Calkins,  director  of  athletics 
at  Hollins  University,  as  vice-chair  of  the  Council.  Lynda  serves  on 
numerous  committees  and  subcommittees  and  notably,  her  service  on 
the  Budget  Committee  and  Division  III  Strategic  Planning  Com¬ 
mittee  were  invaluable.  Lynda  Calkins.  (Applause) 

Lastly,  I’d  personally  like  to  thank  John  Biddiscombe,  director  of 
athletics  at  Wesleyan  University,  who  served  the  past  two  years  as 
chair  of  the  Council.  His  time,  commitment,  dedication  and  tireless 
energy  to  our  commission  have  been  remarkable.  We  are  sure  that 
you  have  made  many  personal  and  professional  sacrifices  to  assist 
the  division.  We  want  you  to  know  that  they  were  and  are 
appreciated.  You  left  your  mark  of  leadership,  philosophical  beliefs 
and  appreciation  of  strategic  planning  on  all  of  us,  and  for  that 
we  are  grateful.  John  Biddiscombe.  (Applause)  Each  of  these 
individuals  has  served  the  division  in  the  highest  professional 
manner.  Finally,  the  Council  elected  Walter  Johnson,  director  of 
athletics  at  North  Central  College,  to  serve  as  chair,  and  Joy 
Reighn,  director  of  athletics  at  Rowan  University,  as  vice-chair 
for  the  upcoming  year.  Walter  and  Joy,  would  you  stand? 
(Applause) 

As  you  can  tell,  the  Management  Council  and  Division  III 
committees  have  had  a  busy  year  working  on  the  goals  and  priorities 
for  Division  III.  We  are  happy  with  our  progress  and,  as  always, 
challenged  by  what  lies  ahead. 

Lastly,  1  would  like  to  thank  the  Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Ath¬ 
letic  Conference  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  and  providing  me  with 


the  support  to  be  able  to  serve  the  Association.  I’d  be  happy  to  en¬ 
tertain  any  questions  you  may  have  at  this  time. 

If  there  are  no  questions,  that  concludes  my  report.  It  s  been  a 
pleasure  to  serve  the  Management  Council  and  1  truly  thank  you. 

(AP  Ms^  Die:  Thank  you,  Carlyle,  for  that  thorough  report.  I  think 
members  of  the  audience  get  a  sense  of  how  many  hours  members  of 
the  Management  Council  put  in  on  our  behalf.  Everything  he  said 
about  John  Biddiscombe  is  absolutely  true.  John,  we  do  appreciate 

your  work.  ,  __  . 

I  should  note,  as  Carlyle  did,  that  Carlyle  is  one  of  four  individu¬ 
als  who  will  be  completing  their  terms  of  service  on  the  Management 
Council.  I’ll  ask  you  one  more  time  to  acknowledge  them.  Along  with 
Carlyle  is  Management  Council  Chair  Biddiscombe,  Vice-Chair 
Lynda  Calkins,  and  one  of  our  student-athletes,  Kerry  Gotham  from 
Nazareth  College.  Each  of  these  individuals,  as  Carlyle  said,  has 
made  significant  contributions  to  the  work  of  the  Management  Coun- 
cil  and  to  the  entire  governance  of  our  division  during  a  most  critical 
transition  period.  They  have  done  so  much  to  bring  our  governance 
structure  to  greater  and  greater  maturity.  Please  join  me  one  more 
time  in  expressing  our  gratitude  for  their  dedication.  (Applause) 

We  are  now  ready  to  consider  our  10  roll-call  legislative  propos-  , 
als  identified  earlier.  I  would  like  John  to  read  us  through  that  pro-  ^ 
cess.  John. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

John  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan  University,  Connecticut):  Thank 
you,  President  Die,  and  good  morning  everyone.  This  morning  we  will 
consider  nine  legislative  proposals.  These  are  Proposals  No.  49 
through  58  in  your  Convention  Notice.  We  will  also  consider  one  re¬ 
lated  amendment-to-amendment.  Since  there  was  not  a  motion  to  re¬ 
order,  we  will  vote  on  those  proposals  in  numerical  order  as  listed  in 
Appendix  A  of  your  Convention  Notice.  Also,  please  remember  the  , 
editorial  corrections  found  on  pages  4  through  6  of  the  Convention  _ 
Program.  Please  note  that  Proposal  No.  54  has  been  withdrawn  by  j 

the  sponsors.  ,  „  .  .  ^  * 

Proposal  Nos.  49  through  58  make  up  the  Presidents  Council  . 
grouping,  and  we  will  conduct  a  roll  call  electronic  vote  on  those  pro-  >> 
posals.  Please  remember  also  that  any  motion  related  to  those  pro-  ^ 
posals  and  related  amendments-to-amendments  must  also  be  deter- ,i 
mined  by  electronic  roll-call  vote.  You  will  need  both  your  voting  ^ 
paddle  and  your  electronic  voting  unit  for  any  vote  during  this  busi- . 

ness  session.  .  .  ,,, 

Our  voting  procedures  dictate  that  all  voting  be  done  by  paddle 
or  electronic  rather  than  by  voice  or  by  hand.  Because  we  intend  to  - 
use  the  wireless  voting  units  today,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  points^ 
about  this  system.  We  will  use  the  same  voting  system  as  employed^; 
at  the  1999  Convention.  *  • 
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[Note:  Electronic  voting  procedures  were  explained.] 

nnCQf  !oarer  n0Wi7^y  t0  be^n  our  voting  with  consideration  of  Pro- 
posal  49.  I  would  like  to  remind  you  to  please  state  your  name  and 
institution  for  our  records  when  you  are  recognized  by  the  chair  at 
one  of  the  numbered  microphones.  We  will  now  consider  Proposal  49. 

Conditions  and  Obligations  of  Conference 
Membership — Chief  Executive  Officer  Authority 

Tii  p®®  Pel.to"  (Willamette  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Division 
1  Presidents  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  49. 

11  he  motion  was  seconded.  1 

This  proposal  will  obligate  institutional  chief  executive  officers  to 
ES16  responsibility  and  final  authority  for  the  operation  of 
on  II  member  conferences.  The  proposal  is  consistent  with  and 

the  NPA  A’  hG  greatGr  ,eadershiP  role  that  CEOs  have  assumed  in 
'  h!  ?  ,  ,  ^governance  structure.  Delegates  should  know  that 
file  level  of  CEO  involvement  is  not  legislated.  Such  involvement 
™ayt^  determ,f®d  hy  ea^h  conference,  providing  institutional  CEOs 
is  nothrequfredU  h°nty'  Currently’  such  responsibility  and  authority 

,  ProPosal  mirrors  the  chief-executive-officers-are-in-control 
legislat'on  currently  found  in  Constitution  6.1.1.  applicable  to  mem- 

fnml  l  nn  UlS  env,s,oned  that  the  Division  III  Membership 

W1/eTW  member  conferences’  bylaws  to  ensure  that 
this  requirement  is  being  satisfied. 

For  these  reasons,  I  urge  you  to  support  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  49  (Page  A-54)  was  adopted,  effective  August  1, 

Conference  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committees 

mo  Iterry,.?otbam.  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  As  a 
member  of  the  Division  HI  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  and 

SLuETS!  11  Management  Council.  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pro- 
(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

dPniTAihW°PA!fIWil1  ^!p  toensure  that  Division  III  campus  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committees  that  are  affiliated  with  multi- 

•sport,  voting  conferences  gain  a  voice  at  the  conference  level.  With 
h'  0ar.m  T  conference  SAACs,  student-athletes  will  be  afforded 
a  greater  role  at  the  conference  level  in  issues  dealing  with  increased 

ulations1111168’  student'athlete  welfare  and  conference  rules  and  reg- 

This  proposal  has  an  effective  date  of  August  1,  2001  so  that  con 

ferences  have  sufficient  time  to  comply.  The  composition  and  duties 

"tprmf  CHlferet1Ci!  Stud?nt-Athlete  Advisory  Committees  will  be  de- 
termined  by  each  individual  conference. 

Hpr,7!I.eudt0Ptl0n.°f  th'S  pr°P°sal  wil1  helP  to  increase  the  level  of  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  participation  at  the  conference  level.  The  Division  III 
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Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  strongly  urges  you  to  support’ 
this  proposal.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  50  (Page  A-55)  was  adopted,  185-69-3,  effective  Au-  y]| 
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All-Star  Contests 


A1  Bean  (University  of  Southern  Maine);  On  behalf  of  the  Divi-  * 
sion  III  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  51. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.! 

This  proposal  will  provide  Division  III  schools  with  the  ultimate  . 
authority  to  determine  to  what  extent  institutional  personnel,  equip¬ 
ment  and  facilities  are  involved  in  all-star  contests.  It  also  removes 
some  obsolete  language  from  the  Manual  that  describes  an  all-star 
contest's  certification  process  that  was  not  in  existence  when  the  new 
governance  structure  was  implemented. 

Finally,  the  proposal  will  clarify  that  student-athletes  in  all 
sports,  not  just  football  and  men's  basketball,  do  not  participate  in' 
all-star  contests  until  their  eligibility  has  expired.  This  proposal  is  i 
the  result  of  a  ll/2-year  review  of  all-star  contest  issues  by  a  Man¬ 
agement  Council  subcommittee.  The  review  process  included  an  in¬ 
formal  survey  as  well  as  significant  input  from  the  membership.  This  - 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  and  I  urge 
your  support.  Thank  you. 

Stanley  Caine  (Adrian  College):  I  urge  the  delegates  to  support 
this  proposal  for  the  reasons  that  have  already  been  cited.  I  do  want 
to  emphasize  one  point,  however.  If  this  proposal  is  adopted,  each  in¬ 
stitution  should  be  sure  to  review  its  policies  and  procedures  regard¬ 
ing  involvement  of  personnel,  facilities  and  equipment  in  all-star  con¬ 
tests. 

These  discussions  should  also  include  a  thorough  review  of  your 
liability  coverage  with  your  insurance  carrier.  Many  members  have 
assumed  that  the  NCAA  catastrophic  injury  insurance  program  cov¬ 
ers  injuries  in  an  all-star  contest.  We  have  talked  with  the  NCAA  in¬ 
surance  carrier  and  this  is  not  the  case.  Institutions  and  conferences 
are  and  have  been  on  their  own  related  to  these  contests  from  a  lia¬ 
bility  standpoint. 

This  is  good  legislation  that  clarifies  how  all-star  contests  are 
truly  administered.  It  leaves  participation  decisions  clearly  with  in- . 
stitutions  and  conferences  where  they  belong.  I  do  urge  all  of  you  to 
be  sure  to  develop  appropriate  policies  and  procedures  and  address 
relevant  liability  issues  on  campus  and  with  your  conference  to  be 
sure  that  the  implementation  of  this  proposal  is  a  success.  Thank  you. 

Dick  Kaiser  (Defiance  College):  I  have  a  question  In  reading 
this,  we  want  to  make  sure  that  it  is  clear  that  the  eligibility  is  in  that 
sport,  is  it  not?  The  remaining  eligibility  in  that  particular  sport  .  .  . 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  I  am  advised  that  in  fact  that  is  the  inter¬ 
pretation,  yes. 
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Randi  Borgen  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  The  Di¬ 
vision  III  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  supports  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  51.  We  believe  that  allowing  institutional  staff  mem¬ 
bers  to  be  involved  in  the  development  and  operation  of  all-star  con¬ 
tests  will  aid  in  creating  a  positive  and  philosophically  appropriate 
environment  for  student-athletes. 

In  the  past,  there  have  been  occurrences  of  misrepresentation 
among  all-star  contests  that  have  left  the  student-athlete  unfulfilled. 
By  permitting  institutional  facilities  to  be  used  in  these  contests, 
with  the  understanding  that  the  institution  assumes  all  inherent 
risks  involved,  the  positive  experience  for  the  student-athlete  will  be 
further  enhanced. 

In  accordance  with  the  Division  III  philosophy,  we  note  that  all- 
star  contests  encourage  variety  and  create  opportunities  for  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  with  no  eligibility  left.  The  Division  III  Student-Athlete 
Advisory  Committee  urges  you  to  adopt  this  proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  50  (Page  A-55)  was  adopted,  185-69-3,  effective 

August  1,  2001.] 

Season  of  Competition— Minimum  Amount  of  Competition 

Muriel  Moore  (State  University  of  New  York  at  Geneseo):  On 
behalf  of  the  State  University  of  New  York  Athletic  Conference,  I 
move  Proposal  52. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

In  the  selection  process  that  occurs  at  many  Division  III  institu¬ 
tions,  student-athletes  are  frequently  allowed  to  practice  for  an  ex¬ 
tended  period  of  time.  Scrimmages  are  often  scheduled  to  allow  the 
opportunity  to  try  various  combinations  of  players.  Under  the  cur¬ 
rent  legislation,  a  student-athlete  would  use  a  season  of  eligibility  if 
they  appeared  in  a  scrimmage  for  as  little  as  five  seconds.  It  does  not 
seem  fair  to  the  student-athlete  to  count  this  abrupt  trial  as  a  season 
of  eligibility.  The  reasons  for  student-athletes  not  participating  be¬ 
yond  this  point  are  too  numerous  to  mention.  Most  are  very  legiti¬ 
mate  reasons.  The  bottom  line  is  to  provide  opportunity  for  students 
who  want  to  compete  to  be  able  to  compete. 

John  Galgano  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  The  Divi¬ 
sion  III  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  supports  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  52. 

We  support  this  proposal  for  the  following  three  reasons:  First, 
scrimmages  are  often  used  as  a  method  for  tryouts;  second,  inas¬ 
much  as  scrimmages  are  currently  counted  as  seasons  of  competi¬ 
tion,  student-athletes  may  be  discouraged  from  participating;  third, 
scrimmages  are  taken  into  account  for  determining  hardship 
waivers. 

With  respect  to  the  Division  III  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  mission  statement,  student-athletes'  participation  in  athletics 
needs  to  be  encouraged.  With  the  adoption  of  this  proposal,  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  will  be  encouraged  to  participate  and/or  try  out  without 
the  fear  of  losing  one  whole  season  of  competition. 


Jhe4  “vision  111  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  urges  you 
to  adopt  this  proposal.  Thank  you.  B  y 

1  ,.^eason  (Ohio  Athletic  Conference):  Just  a  question  for 
clarification.  How  would  Proposal  52  affect  the  hardship  situation? 
Currently,  scrimmages  are  treated  just  as  regular  contests.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  if  somebody  were  to  get  hurt  in  a  scrimmage  and  not  play 
again,  would  there  be  a  need  for  a  hardship  request  and  not  utilize  a 
season  of  competition? 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  We’ll  check  and  get  an  interpretation  for  you 
Mr.  Gleason:  Currently,  if  you  look  at  the  legislation,  it  would 
e  a  scrimmage.  If  you  play  in  a  scrimmage,  you  do  need  to  file  a 
hardship,  but  would  that  still  be  the  case  after  this9 

Lynn  Holzman  (NCAA  Staff):  I’m  a  coordinator  of  legislation 
m  membership  services.  As  you  correctly  stated,  in  the  current  ap- 

-  hfrdslT  waiv/er’  scrimmages  are  included  in  that 
factor.  With  this  legislation,  if  it  were  to  be  adopted,  participation 
n  scrimmage  would  not  trigger  or  constitute  a  season  of  competi¬ 
tion.  bo  therefore,  a  hardship  waiver  would  not  need  to  be  filed  be¬ 
cause  a  student-athlete  would  not  use  a  season  of  competition.  The 
current  legislation  that  appears  in  a  hardship  waiver,  including 
such  scrimmages,  would  still  exist.  This  legislation  does  not  amend 

Ar,e'?h  D®dson  (Northwest  Conference):  I  want  to  follow  up  on 
the  question.  There  are  sports,  for  example,  basketball,  where  you 
have  scrimmages  all  the  way  up  to  the  championship.  So  the  issue 
isn  t  scrimmages;  the  issue  is  whether  they’re  in  the  regular  season 
or  not  in  the  regular  season.  For  scrimmages  that  occur  within  the 
regular  season,  will  they  still  remain  in  the  formula?  How  does  this 
apply  if  55  passes  as  amended? 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  We’re  going  to  have  to  take  a  moment  to  get 

Kng  consTdeS"  ha™  lW°  different  <“"stions  here  that 

Ms.  Holzman:  In  addressing  the  one  aspect  of  the  question 
specifically J  m  going  to  try  to  reiterate  this.  The  way  the  proposal  is 
^scrimmages  that  are  conducted  in  the  preseason,  if  a 
student-athlete  participates  in  those,  the  participation  would  not 
rigger  per  se  using  a  season  of  competition,  If  a  scrimmage  is  con¬ 
ducted  during  the  regular  season  or  the  postseason,  and  that’s  the 
S  SXff tition  that  the  student-athlete  participates  in,  that  stu- 
dent-athlete  would  still  be  charged  with  a  season  of  competition 
it  ^  B,ddiscombe:  Before  we  vote  on  52,  it  might  be  helpful  if 
the  chaircould  remind  the  delegates  that  there  is  a  procedure  for  fil¬ 
ing  an  official  interpretation.  There’s  actually  a  form  in  the  Notice 
that  allows  you  to  do  that.  Secondly,  if  we  could  hold  those  questions 

™thtfrpretatl(?nS  1  u3t  °niy  are  going  t0  imPact  the  delegates  voting 
on  that  proposal  to  that  time  and  discussion,  that  would  be  helpful 

.  .  i  t|}er^,se>  1  th,nk  our  voting  is  going  to  get  held  up  here.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  don  t  want  to  close  off  discussion  and  debate,  but  we  need  to  re¬ 
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ally  focus  on  the  merits  of  our  proposals  for  each  of  our  discussions. 
If  there  are  no  other  comments  on  52  and  we’re  ready  to  vote,  please 
take  your  voting  machines  and  cast  your  votes. 

[Proposal  No.  52  (Page  A-58)  was  adopted,  193-32-4.1 

Two-Year  College  Transfers— Two-Year 
Nonparticipation  Exception 

Muriel  Howard  (State  University  College  at  Buffalo):  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  53. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  | 

This  proposal  would  permit  students  transferring  from  two-  and 
four-year  colleges  the  same  two-year  nonparticipation  exception. 
Equal  opportunity  and  treatment  of  student-athletes  is  consistent 
with  the  Division  III  philosophy.  It  is  important  to  remember  the  fact 
that  Division  III  institutions  must  still  determine  the  athletics  eligi¬ 
bility  of  a  two-year  college  student  who  uses  this  transfer  exception. 
This  leaves  academic  eligibility  decisions  at  the  campus  and  confer¬ 
ence  level,  which  is  appropriate.  This  proposal  would  be  effective  im¬ 
mediately  if  adopted. 

Truman  Turnquist  (Mount  Union  College):  As  a  member  of  the 
Division  III  Management  Council  Subcommittee  on  Academic  Issues, 
I  urge  you  to  adopt  Proposal  No.  53.  This  proposal  will  permit  stu¬ 
dents  who  attend  a  two-year  college  the  same  two-year  nonparticipa¬ 
tion  transfer  exception  that  currently  is  available  to  four-year  college 
transfers.  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  will  allow  two-year  college 
transfer  students  to  become  immediately  eligible  at  Division  III  in¬ 
stitutions,  provided  they  have  neither  practiced  nor  competed  in  their 
sport  for  a  consecutive  two-year  period  nor  done  so  in  organized,  non- 
collegiate  amateur  competition. 

The  subcommittee  is  in  favor  of  this  proposal,  and  we  urge  you  to 
support  its  adoption. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you.  Are  there  other  comments  about 
this  proposal?  If  not,  I  do  want  to  note  that  our  bylaws  require  a  sep¬ 
arate  vote  on  an  immediate  effective  date  as  it  was  moved.  This  re¬ 
quires  a  two-thirds  vote  required  for  approval.  However,  I  do  want  to 
note  that  with  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No,  2  in  the  appendix  of  the 
Convention  Official  Notice,  this  is  the  last  year  we  will  conduct  such 
a  separate  vote.  The  Presidents  Council  has  agreed  that  we  can  de¬ 
termine  the  effective  date  with  the  use  of  a  paddle  vote.  If  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  is  defeated  and  the  proposal  is  adopted,  then  August  1  will 
automatically  become  the  effective  date. 

[Proposal  No.  53  (Page  A-59)  was  adopted,  239-3-1,  effective  im¬ 
mediately.] 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — Competition  in 
Nontraditional  Segment 

Stanley  Caine  (Adrian  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
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Council  and  the  Management  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pro-' 
posal  No.  55.  ;■ 

(The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  eliminate  competition  in  the  nontraditional 
playing  segment,  the  portion  of  the  playing  season  that  does  not  con- ; 
elude  with  the  NCAA  championship  in  that  sport.  As  a  division,  we 
have  thoroughly  reviewed  and  discussed  the  nontraditional  playing' 
season  over  the  last  few  years.  At  the  Convention  last  year,  the  dis¬ 
cussion  session  concluded  with  a  series  of  straw  votes.  These  votes  y 
clearly  supported  a  modification  of  the  current  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ment  legislation.  They  also  indicated  that  the  membership  as  a 
whole  does  not  favor  the  total  elimination  of  the  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ment. 

The  Management  Council  formed  a  subcommittee  to  explore  pos¬ 
sible  modifications.  The  subcommittee  conducted  a  series  of  surveys 
that  showed  a  clear  desire  to  retain  the  instructional  and  team-build¬ 
ing  benefits  of  practice  sessions  during  the  nontraditional  season. 
The  proposal  retains  these  important  practice  opportunities. 

Eliminating  competition  in  the  nontraditional  season  will  ad¬ 
dress  a  series  of  problems.  These  problems  include  excessive  de¬ 
mands  on  limited  institutional  resources,  facilities  and  personnel, 
both  coaches  and  trainers.  Perhaps  more  importantly,  the  proposal 
will  help  to  reduce  academic  and  competition  pressures  on  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  by  returning  the  nontraditional  segment  to  a  more 
proper  context. 

This  proposal  is  fully  consistent  with  the  mission  and  principles 
of  Division  III.  We  have  recognized  a  need  to  provide  those  with  spe¬ 
cial  interests  and  expertise  in  tennis  and  golf  with  the  opportunity  to 
enter  into  a  dialogue  concerning  some  of  the  distinctive  issues  about 
which  they  are  concerned.  Their  interests  will  be  accommodated  in 
an  amendment  that  will  shortly  be  proposed  by  President  Page. 

We  have  studied  and  discussed  this  issue  carefully.  It  is  time  to 
decide.  On  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Council  and  the  Management 
Council,  I  encourage  your  support  for  this  proposal.  Thank  you. 

Oscar  Page  (Austin  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  III  Pres¬ 
idents  Council  and  Management  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  55-1. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  amendment-to-amendment  would  delay  by  one  year,  until 
August  1,  2001,  the  effective  date  of  Proposal  No.  55. in  the  sports  of 
tennis  and  golf.  There  are  three  main  reasons  the  Councils  support 
this  amendment. 

First,  the  delay  will  allow  the  members  of  the  tennis  and^  golf 
communities  additional  time  to  become  better  educated  about  the  in¬ 
tent  and  ultimate  effect  of  Proposal  No.  55  in  those  sports.  As  many 
of  you  know,  there  has  been  much  confusion  over  how  Proposal  No.  55 
would  affect  golf  and  tennis.  Many  apparently  believe  incorrectly 
that  those  sports  were  exempt  from  the  original  proposal.  However, 
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the  language  of  the  proposal  actually  exempts  only  those  programs 
that  played  more  than  50  percent  of  their  contests  in  the  fall  nontra¬ 
ditional  segment.  While  this  was  the  intent  of  the  original  proposal, 
it  was  not  well  understood. 

Second,  the  one-year  delay  will  permit  programs  to  avoid  conflicts 
with  various  matches  already  under  contract  for  the  fall  of  2000.  We 
understand  that  this  may  be  a  common  problem. 

Third,  the  delay  will  provide  additional  time  for  the  governance 
structure  and  the  membership  to  consider  legislative  options  that 
might  address  the  concerns  expressed  by  the  tennis  and  golf  commu¬ 
nities  while  retaining  the  philosophical  basis  of  Proposal  55.  If  Pro¬ 
posal  55  was  adopted,  the  governance  structure  leadership  will  ex¬ 
plore  various  legislative  alternatives  related  to  golf  and  tennis.  If  an 
acceptable  approach  is  identified,  the  Management  and  Presidents 
Councils  can  sponsor  the  legislation  for  a  membership  vote  next  Jan¬ 
uary.  . 

If  a  suitable  compromise  does  not  emerge  by  next  spring,  ample 
time  would  remain  for  the  membership  to  sponsor  legislation  pre¬ 
senting  a  full  range  of  alternatives  at  the  2001  Convention.  Either 
way,  the  membership  would  have  an  additional  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  legislation  on  this  issue  at  the  2001  Convention,  prior  to  the 
new  implementation  date  for  golf  and  tennis  in  August  2001. 

This  process  will  need  time  to  bear  fruit.  The  amendment-to-the- 
amendment  will  provide  us  with  that  valuable  time.  I  encourage  you 
to  vote  yes  on  Proposal  No.  55-1.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Ann  Robideaux  (Pomona-Pitzer  Colleges):  Fm  a  member  of  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  Intercollegiate  Tennis  Association  and  rep¬ 
resent  many  Division  III  tennis  coaches.  We  urge  your  support  for 
adoption  of  55-1  for  two  specific  reasons. 

The  wording  of  No.  55,  “to  prohibit  Division  III  institutions  from 
competing  against  outside  competition  during  the  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ment,  except  in  the  sports  of  golf  and  tennis  per  Bylaw  17.1. 1.4,*  is 
very  confusing  and  has  led  to  much  misunderstanding  among  tennis 
coaches,  administrators  and  others  with  an  interest  in  the  interpre¬ 
tation  of  No.  55.  In  fact,  as  coaches,  we  believe  tennis  and  golf  to  be 
exempt  as  singled  out  by  the  wording  of  No.  55.  We  did  not  rally  our 
forces  until  early  December,  much  too  late  to  initiate  amendments 
through  normal  NCAA  channels. 

Secondly,  Proposal  55  would  eliminate  for  most  tennis  programs  an 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  fall  ITA  regional  championships  and 
qualify  for  the  pinnacle  of  all  ITA  play,  which  is  small  college  cham¬ 
pionships.  The  ITA  has  developed  these  regional  events  and  small 
college  championships  over  the  past  15  to  20  years  and  is  bound  by 
legal  contract  to  sites  and  host  institutions  for  the  2000-2001  season. 

We  urge  your  support  and  passage  of  this  amendment,  55-1, 
which  provides  a  time  for  discussion  and  dialogue  to  better  under¬ 
stand  why  tennis  and  golf  do  stand  apart  from  other  sports.  Give  us 
the  time  that  we  think  tennis  and  golf  deserve.  Thank  you. 


Scott  Carnahan  (Linfield  College):  Fm  a  representative  of  the 
Division  III  Baseball  Coaches  Association,  which  voted  unanimously 
against  Proposal  55  during  our  business  meeting  in  Chicago  last , 
week.  Even  though  many  of  our  institutions  and  conferences  cur 
rently  do  not  play  outside  competition  during  the  nontraditional  seg¬ 
ment,  the  Baseball  Coaches  Association  agreed  that  any  regulation 
regarding  initial  competition  should  be  continued  as  is  or  be  deter¬ 
mined  at  the  institutional  level  or  the  conference  level. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you.  I  would  hope  that  the  speakers 
would  direct  their  comments  toward  the  amendment,  which  is  on  golf 
and  tennis.  Thank  you.  6 

Bette  Landman  (Beaver  College):  I  would  like  to  emphasize  two 
points.  First,  if  this  proposal  is  adopted,  the  Presidents  Council  will 
consider  all  legislative  options  that  it  receives  regarding  golf  and  ten- 
ms_  We  will  charge  the  Management  Council  to  work  with  the  lead¬ 
ership  of  the  golf  and  tennis  communities  to  identify  these  legislative 
alternatives,  and  no  options  will  be  off  the  table. 

Second,  the  Presidents  Council  will  assure  that  the  governance 
structure  considers  legislative  options  in  a  timely  manner.  We  will 
charge  the  Management  Council  with  forwarding  a  preliminary  re¬ 
port  to  us  by  April.  This  will  permit  plenty  of  time  to  notify  the  mem¬ 
bership  regarding  the  evolution  of  this  issue  prior  to  the  July  dead¬ 
line  for  submission  of  proposed  legislation. 

The  Presidents  Council  believes  there  are  reasonable  accommo¬ 
dations  similar  to  those  that  the  Council  promised  and  delivered  with 
the  automatic  qualifier  legislation  that  was  adopted  last  year.  On  be¬ 
half  of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  encourage  you  to  adopt  Proposal  No. 
55-1. 

PattyEpps  (Franklin  &  Marshall  College):  I’m  the  chair  of  the 
Division  III  Tennis  Committee.  I  urge  you  and  encourage  you  to  vote 
for  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  to  Proposition  55.  First  of  all,  I 
want  to  thank  the  ITA  for  the  amount  of  work  they  put  into  organiz¬ 
ing  the  publication  of  an  interpretation  out  to  the  colleges.  I  also 
want  to  thank  the  Presidents  Council  for  giving  us  this  opportunity 
as  proposed  by  amendment  to  No.  55. 

There  are  two  reasons  why  I  think  this  is  an  important  amend¬ 
ment.  First  of  all,  as  an  athletic  administrator,  I  find  myself  in  a 
practical  versus  philosophical  quagmire  when  thinking  of  imple¬ 
menting  this  proposal  for  golf  and  tennis.  If,  for  instance,  I  have  two 
teams  that  both  play  a  nontraditional  schedule  in  the  fall— and  from 
now  on.  I’m  going  to  call  the  nontraditional  segment  “the  fall”— and 
they  play  their  championships  season  in  the  spring,  I  then  have  a 
problem  because  of  the  extra  access  that  we  have  afforded  to  the  Di¬ 
vision  III  tennis  schools. 

Its  also  my  obligation  as  an  athletic  director  to  make  it  possible 
for  them  to  benefit  from  the  additional  access  that  is  going  to  begin 
this  year  in  Division  III  tennis.  I  therefore  must  improve  my  spring 
season,  which  will  be  a  tremendous  problem  between  my  tennis  coach 
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1  and  my  track  coach — both  of  whom  use  the  same  facility.  It  will  also 
make  it  difficult  for  me  to  rationalize  the  tennis  team’s  help  in  pay- 
-  ing  for  their  spring  trip  because  this  is  now  one  of  the  very,  very  im¬ 
portant  factors  of  our  season.  Therefore,  we  play,  as  many  of  the 
schools  I  know  do,  12  matches  in  six  weeks.  That  cannot  be  changed. 
We  cannot  play  any  more  matches  and  the  league  championship 
within  that  time,  and  therefore  we  would  have  to  increase  our  spring 
season. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  I  chose  as  an  administrator  to  let  both  my 
men  and  women  play  their  championship  season  in  the  fall,  then 
encourage  them  to  get  involved  in  the  championships,  I  would  also 
have  to  have  a  spring  season.  The  fall  season  would  be  a  full-blown 
10-week  season  with  the  obligation  to  get  back  before  the  classes 
started  and  also  with  the  expenses  that  that  would  also  entail.  In 
some  cases  in  Division  III,  a  soccer  coach  coaches  the  tennis  team  in 
the  spring.  That  would  give  me  staffing  problems. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  an  athletic  director  has  a  situation  where 
either  the  men’s  or  women’s  team  plays  in  the  fall  and  the  men’s  or 
women’s  team  plays  in  the  spring,  there  is  then  an  equity  problem. 
The  team  that  plays  in  the  fall  indeed  has  the  opportunity  to  also 
play  in  the  spring  under  the  legislation  as  it’s  written.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  team  that  plays  in  the  spring  cannot  play  in  the  fall  in  any 
type  of  organized  competition.  This  is  going  to  cause  once  again 
tremendous  problems.  It’s  going  to  cause  facility  problems.  It’s  going 
to  cause  economic  problems. 

I  urge  you  and  encourage  you  to  please  follow  the  Presidents 
Council  and  have  an  amendment  to  Proposition  55  so  that  we  can 
have  the  time  and  do  the  homework  that  needs  to  be  done  to  make 
this  a  philosophically  and  practically  applicable  proposal. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you. 

Chuck  Gordon  (Emory  University);  I’m  the  chair  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  Men’s  Golf  Committee.  I’d  like  to  address  someone  from  the 
Presidents  Council  to  answer  a  question.  Patty  Epps  wrote  perhaps 
the  best  written  response  I’ve  seen  in  20  years  to  the  proposed  piece 
of  legislation,  which  offered  ways  to  exempt  golf  and  tennis  by  re¬ 
placing  the  words  for  Bylaw  17.  That  option  was  ignored.  Instead, 
we’re  being  asked  to  do  what  we’ve  been  asked  to  do  numerous  times 
in  this  body — pass  a  bad  piece  of  legislation  and  hope  someone  will 
come  along  with  a  solution  we  can  all  agree  upon.  If  no  one  comes 
with  that  solution  that  we  can  all  agree  upon,  we’re  left  with  an  ef¬ 
fective  date  and  a  bad  piece  of  legislation  on  the  books. 

I’m  concerned  that  the  Presidents  Council,  when  presented  with 
an  option,  would  not  choose  to  exclude  golf  and  tennis  and  reverse  the 
process.  If  someone  could  come  up  with  a  good  piece  of  legislation  for 
us  to  consider,  it  could  then  go  positively  beyond  this  negative 
change.  Right  now,  we’re  being  asked  to  vote  on  a  bad  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  and  hope  that  change  will  happen.  1  think  for  some  of  us,  the 
reference  to  the  championships  issue  was  not  a  positive  one.  Some  of 
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us  still  feel  bad  about  being  told  what  was  going  to  come  forward  and 
didn’t  come  forward.  So  I  caution  you  that  the  process  in  this  situa¬ 
tion  has  been  reversed.  We  should  not  pass  bad  legislation  inten¬ 
tionally  and  hope  that  we  can  alter  it. 

So  if  someone  from  the  Presidents  Council  could  tell  me  why  they 
didn’t  just  choose  to  just  exempt  golf  and  tennis  and  then  address  it 
correctly  later,  rather  than  this  process  being  flip-flopped,  I’d  like  to 
listen  to  that  response. 

Bette  Landman  (Beaver  College):  I  simply  want  to  urge  again 
that  all  items  will  be  on  the  table  when  we  reexamine  this  issue  over 
the  year  of  delay.  I  think  we  want  to  understand  the  complexities  of 
the  issue.  You  had  a  chance  here  to  make  your  case.  I  also  believe 
that  as  we’ve  indicated,  if  we  do  this  in  a  timely  way  and  we  come  up 
with  a  recommendation  that  is  incompatible  with  where  people  want 
to  be,  they  always  have  the  opportunity  to  propose  alternative  legis¬ 
lation. 

Tim  Brown  (Skidmore  College):  I’m  president  of  the  Golf 
Coaches  Association  of  America.  I  rise  to  urge  you  to  beat  this 
amendment.  I  have  similar  comments  that  Chuck  Gordon  just  made, 
and  I  will  not  repeat.  But  if  the  presidents  recognize  that  golf  and 
tennis,  the  intention  was  to  exempt  them,  why  wasn’t  the  exemption 
right  away?  1  will  hold  off  on  my  comments  that  relate  to  the  defeat 
of  55  but  simply  urge  you  to  defeat  the  amendment  because  I  think 
that  gives  us  more  support  to  defeat  Proposition  55. 

Linda  Moulton  (Clark  University):  I’m  concerned  that  the 
strategy  of  the  last  two  speakers  is,  in  fact,  to  defeat  Proposal  55. 
There  are  some  of  us  who  are  in  favor  of  at  least  some  attempt  to 
limit  the  nontraditional  seasons,  even  if  it  is  competition.  I  urge  you 
to,  in  fact,  support  the  amendment  so  we  can  have  a  good  discussion 
about  Proposal  55. 

Patty  Epps  (Franklin  &  Marshall  College):  I  want  to  echo  her 
sentiments.  Also,  from  a  tennis  and  golf  situation,  I  think  that  we  are 
a  little  concerned  with  the  idea  of  defeating  the  amendment  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  defeating  Proposition  55.  I  think  that’s  a  big  gamble  to  take. 
I  urge  you  once  again  to  vote  for  the  amendment  and  then  well  deal 
with  the  process  for  55  without  the  inclusion  of  golf  and  tennis. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  I  see  no  other  speakers.  The  chair  reminds 
you  this  is  a  roll-call  vote. 

[Proposal  No.  55-1  was  adopted,  237-46-3.] 

We’re  now  ready  to  discuss  the  merits  of  Prop  55.  Speakers 
please  come  forward. 

Jim  Nelson  (Suffolk  University):  John,  much  to  your  disap¬ 
pointment,  I  do  not  come  before  you  to  speak  on  the  restoration  of  the 
men’s  and  women’s  basketball  tournament.  (Laughter  and  applause) 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you,  Jim. 

Mr.  Nelson:  I  have  come  before  this  party  in  the  past  to  intro¬ 
duce  various  personalities.  I  have  been  queried  as  to  who  l  will  be 
this  year.  Word  of  my  alter  egos  has  filtered  back  to  my  wife,  Joan, 
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and  she  was  not  pleased.  She  has  informed  me  that  there  is  to  be  no 
more  of  this  “Don”  talk;  that  when  I  do  introduce  myself,  that  I  give 
my  proper  title,  which  to  her,  1  am  Mr.  Joan  Nelson— and  don  t  you 

forget  it.  Whatever.  , 

The  issue  of  nontraditional  seasons  has  indeed  challenged  ad¬ 
ministrators  on  campuses  across  the  country.  It  has  stretched  fur¬ 
ther  and  further  into  areas  of  facilities,  personnel,  financial  commit¬ 
ment  and  student-athlete  time  demands.  All  of  these  areas  provide 
valid  reasons  to  now  make  a  concerned  reference  as  to  its  necessity 
and  importance  at  our  institutions.  There  is  a  necessity  for  our  con¬ 
trol  but  I  do  not  believe  this  legislation  completely  answers  all  ques¬ 
tion’s.  The  elimination  of  game  competition  is  a  central  theme,  and 
even  the  rationale  of  that  is  flawed  in  many  eyes. 

practice  opportunities  still  remain  unencumbered  With  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  competition,  practice  may  now  be  perceived  as  even  more  vital 

and  time-consuming.  .  _  _  ,  } 

l  would  offer  a  two-plus-one  scenario  that  provides  for  two  week¬ 
day  practice  opportunities,  either  coaches  or  captains,  and  one  week- 
end  competition  over  a  four-week  or  less  time  frame.  Such  a  sched¬ 
ule  provides  support  and  control  to  our  coaches  and  student-athletes. 
There  are  too  many  negatives  in  allowing  for  institutional-only  deci¬ 
sion-making  for  practice  opportunities;  thus,  I  would  defeat  Proposi¬ 
tion  55  and  modify  it  for  the  2001  Convention  to  address  both  prac¬ 
tice  and  competition  in  the  nontraditional  season. 

Megan  Stevens  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee).  The  Di¬ 
vision  III  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  opposes  the  adoption 
of  Proposal  No.  55.  The  Division  III  Student-Athlete  Committee  be¬ 
lieves  strongly  in  upholding  the  Division  III  philosophy  statement. 
This  philosophy  statement  reads:  “Division  III  institutions  are  to  en¬ 
courage  participation  by  maximizing  the  number  and  variety  of  ath¬ 
letic  opportunities  for  their  students  and  support  student-athletes  in 
their  efforts  to  reach  high  levels  of  athletic  performances  by  provid¬ 
ing  all  teams  with  appropriate  competitive  opportunities. 

We  feel  the  proposed  legislation  is  in  opposition  to  this  philosophy 
because  it  reduces,  rather  than  maximizes,  the  number  of  athletic  op¬ 
portunities  for  student-athletes.  Furthermore,  the  opportunities 
available  for  the  nontraditional  season  competition  include  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  leadership  qualities,  team  unity  and  the  enhancement 
of  the  entire  educational  experience  of  student-athletes. 

The  Division  III  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  urges  you 

to  defeat  this  proposal.  (Applause)  ,  r  . . 

Chris  Walker  (University  of  Redlands):  I  m  a  member  of  the 
Management  Council.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  Division  III  Fac¬ 
ulty  Athletics  Association  strongly  supports  this  proposal.  Competi¬ 
tion  encourages  more  frequent  and  more  intense  practice  and  o  er 
associated  team-related  activities.  This  leads  to  a  greater  potentia 
for  academic  conflicts.  Eliminating  competition  in  a  nontraditional 
segment  will  help  keep  these  potential  conflicts  to  a  minimum.  It  will 
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decrease  the  intensity  of  the  nontraditional  segment  and  provide  stu- 
dents  more  time  for  academic  and  other  nonacademic  pursuit.  This 
proposal  serves  the  long-term  interests  of  our  student-athletes  and 
our  division.  I  encourage  you  to  support  it. 

(Applause) 

Peter  Luguri  (Plattsburgh  State  University  of  New  York):  As  a 
representative  of  an  institution  that  is  meteorologically  challenged— 
for  those  of  you  who  might  not  know  the  Northeast  as  well,  we  are 
about  50  miles  from  Montreal,  Canada,  or  Lake  Placid,  New  York, 
host  of  theWinter  games,  not  the  Summer  games.  I  stand  before  you 
representing  the  coaches  on  my  campus  and  the  student-athletes  on 
my  campus,  similar  to  the  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  for 
Division  III,  to  say  that  I  am  opposed  to  the  elimination  of  the  non¬ 
traditional  season  competition. 

Institutions  all  across  the  country  have  the  same  limitations  with 
regards  to  facilities,  staff  and  finances  that  we  all  live  with  on  a  daily 
basis.  Those  of  us  in  the  more  northern  climate  also  have  weather  to 
deal  with.  Many  times  our  most  favorable  weather  is  in  what  would 
be  the  nontraditional  segment,  particularly  for  spring  sports.  To 
eliminate  limited  competition  from  our  schedules  would  be  an  undue 
hardship  for  our  student-athletes.  Our  spring  is  packed  already,  and 
trying  to  squeeze  all  those  contests  into  less  time  would  be  a  great 
hardship. 

Many  of  our  campuses  have  individually  approached  this  issue. 
For  instance,  on  my  campus,  we  limit  it  right  now  to  three  sessions 
per  week,  eight  hours  total,  and  no  overnight  travel  or  no  missed 
class  time  in  regard  to  competition  in  the  nontraditional  segment. 
Once  again,  Fm  sure  we  all  track  the  academic  data  on  our  student- 
athletes  very  carefully.  I  think  it  will  come  as  no  surprise  to  you,  it 
is  on  our  campus  and  I  would  suggest  that  probably  it  is  on  yours, 
that  our  athletes  do  better  academically,  and  the  traditional  segment 
athlete  is  much  more  demanding  in  terms  of  time  away  from  the  cam¬ 
pus. 

Last  year,  I  was  one  of  many  in  this  room,  like  many  of  you,  who 
raised  our  hands  and  said  that  some  modification  was  necessary. 
However,  removing  competition  was  not  what  I  personally  feel  and  I 
think  many  of  us  feel  that  it's  not  what  we  were  asking  for.  I  would 
urge  you  to  vote  against  this.  (Applause) 

John  DiBiaggio  (Tufts  University):  Fm  a  member  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Council.  I  rise  to  support  Proposal  55  as  amended.  I  do  so  be¬ 
cause  in  the  past  few  years  the  nontraditional  segment  has  taken  on 
greater  and  greater  emphasis  at  many  of  our  member  schools  and 
conferences.  Yet,  the  Division  III  philosophy  statement  clearly  says 
that  our  primary  interest  should  be  on  regular,  in-season  competi¬ 
tion.  This  proposal  will  help  Division  III  return,  I  believe,  to  that 
most  important  philosophical  statement.  It  is  true  that  the  philoso¬ 
phy  statement  talks  about  maximizing  competitive  opportunities  for 
our  student-athletes,  as  you’ve  heard.  However,  one  should  not  read 
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that  concept  out  of  context.  Those  competitive  opportunities  must 
occur  in  a  proper  time  frame,  otherwise  year-round  competition  could 
be  the  logical  result. 

Competition  in  the  nontraditional  segment  is  not  necessary  and 
undermines  a  proper  balance,  I  believe,  of  academics  and  athletics 
that  is  the  heart  of  our  division’s  philosophy.  By  returning  the  non¬ 
traditional  segment  to  a  more  appropriate  instructional  focus,  this 
proposal  would  help  restore  that  proper  balance.  Thank  you.  (Ap¬ 
plause) 

Tim  Brown  (Skidmore  College):  Fm  president  of  the  Golf 
Coaches  Association  of  America.  Although  Amendment  55-1  passed, 
I  still  rise  to  urge  your  defeat  of  Proposal  55.  There  are  no  guaran¬ 
tees  with  the  amendment  or  the  delayed  game.  I  rise  to  mention  that 
a  year  ago,  I  recall  no  discussion  about  the  nontraditional  segments 
in  individual  sports.  They  were  all  team-sport-oriented  discussions. 
The  survey  was  the  same.  You  did  not  relate  it  to  individual  sports. 

The  second  point  is  that  there  are  very  few  schools  in  this  room 
that  have  our  own  golf  courses,  so  the  impact  on  facilities  is  minimal, 
if  any,  at  all.  Our  golf  teams  are  off  campus  practicing.  The  impact 
on  the  training  room  and  equipment  room,  again,  little,  if  any. 

I  would  also  mention  that  the  nontraditional  segment  in  baseball, 
lacrosse,  soccer,  and  so  on,  contests  do  not  count.  In  golf,  the  nontra- 
ditionai  segment  contests  do  count  and  they  have  to  go  to  selections 
to  participate  in  the  national  championship. 

Fourth,  there  are  few  athletes  at  our  institution  in  golf  who  are 
two-sport  athletes. 

Next,  I  would  like  to  mention  the  effect  on  traditional  tourna¬ 
ments  that  have  been  built  up  over  the  years  that  this  will  have  in 
golf.  The  Florida  tournament  used  to  be  played  in  March.  There  were 
teams  participating  in  that  tournament  down  in  Myrtle  Beach  from 
Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  Michigan,  Ohio,  New  York,  Massachusetts, 
Nebraska,  Iowa  and  Pennsylvania  that  would  now  be  marched  right 
out  of  the  gym  and  not  be  able  to  participate. 

It  took  us  years  to  get  it  moved  to  the  middle  of  October.  Not  only 
are  the  schools  from  these  states  competitive,  one  of  these  schools  ac¬ 
tually  won  that  event  a  few  years  ago.  The  Rolex  national  champi¬ 
onship  that  occurs  in  October,  when  the  concept  was  conceived,  the 
original  date  was  to  be  at  the  end  of  March.  Those  of  us  in  the  North¬ 
east  and  Midwest  lobbied  against  it,  moved  it  to  the  end  of  October, 
and  used  the  same  rationale  on  the  Florida  tournament. 


The  last  point  on  the  tournaments  is  the  ECAC  tournament, 
which  has  been  going  for  40  years,  a  Division  I,  II,  and  III  tourna¬ 
ment.  It’s  in  the  beginning  of  October.  It  will  then  become  a  Division 
I  and  II  tournament;  Division  III  will  not  be  able  to  participate  in 
that  tournament. 

Those  three  tournaments  that  I  just  mentioned  are  national 
level,  very  large  tournaments,  great  tournaments.  Schools  that  par¬ 
ticipate  in  all  three  of  those  tournaments  this  year  missed  2‘A  days 
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or  three  days  of  school.  The  people  who  run  these  tournaments  make  *ij 
sure  they  make  every  effort  for  the  students  to  stay  m  the  class  and  ;  | 
they  come  from  a  Division  III  philosophy.  ! 

I  urge  your  defeat  of  Proposition  55.  Thank  you.  fj? 

Cela  Oceguera  (Student* Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  The  ra-'\-| 
tionale  of  this  proposed  legislation  states  that  competition  beyond  the 
tradition  segment  undermines  the  academic  mission  of  the  Division  * 
111  institutions.  However,  research  has  shown  that  students  involved 
in  any  campus-affiliated  activities  are  more  engaged  learners  and 
may  perform  better  in  the  classroom.  I  can  speak  to  you  from  per-  « 
sonal  experience  and  would  offer  that  my  grades  improved  while  in 
season. 

Institutional  control  was  a  key  component  in  the  rationale  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  Management  and  Presidents  Councils  regarding  Pro¬ 
posal  No.  51.  Much  like  Proposal  51,  it  is  our  belief  that  Proposal  No. 
55  is  a  matter  of  institutional  control.  As  such,  the  Division  III  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  suggests  that  we  apply  this  similar  .j 
rationale  regarding  Proposal  No.  55. 

Quite  simply,  by  maintaining  the  status  quo,  institutions  that 
compete  during  the  nontraditional  seasons  will  continue  to  do  so. 
Those  that  wish  not  to  can  make  an  institutional  decision  not  to,  thus 
maintaining  institutional  control. 

Our  most  compelling  point  is  a  question  raised  by  many  student- 
athletes:  Have  administrators  taken  the  time  to  ask  any  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  what  they  want,  or  have  administrators  assumed 
what’s  best  for  the  student-athletes? 

Our  committee,  which  is  made  up  of  24  student-athletes,  echoes 
the  sentiments  of  the  nearly  127,000  student-athletes  across  the  na¬ 
tion.  Through  our  dialogue  with  campus  committees  and  through 
discussions  with  student-athletes  at  the  1999  NCAA  Foundation 
Leadership  Conference,  we  have  repeatedly  heard  that  the  competi¬ 
tion  aspect  of  nontraditional  seasons  is  imperative  to  the  overall  ed¬ 
ucational  experience  of  the  student-athlete. 

A  cornerstore  of  Division  III  athletics  is  listening  to  the  student- 
athletes  who  participate  in  them.  That  being  said,  Division  III  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  believe  that  competition  is  an  integral  part  of  the  over¬ 
all  student-athlete  experience. 

The  Division  III  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee  strongly 
urges  you  to  defeat  this  proposal.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Dick  Kaiser  (Defiance  College):  I  rise  to  encourage  you  to  defeat 
55.  Many  of  my  peers  have  talked  to  me  the  past  few  days  about  this 
particular  proposal.  Having  come  from  two  separate  leagues  that 
have  no  nontraditional  season,  they  say  wouldn’t  it  be  wonderful  to 
level  the  playing  field?  1  just  rise  to  say  there  will  always  be  places 
that  have  more  sun,  better  facilities  and  maybe  more  money  in  that 
particular  budget.  We  will  never  totally  level  the  playing  field.  1  urge 
you  to  return  it  to  institutional  control  and  let  the  administrators  on 
that  campus  make  that  decision. 
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Walter  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  I’m  a  member  of  the 
Management  Council.  It’s  important  to  remember  that  this  proposal 
represents  a  compromise.  The  membership  came  to  us  andsaidwe 
have  issues  here,  we’d  like  to  have  this  solved.  It  came  to  the  Man¬ 
agement  Council  and  the  presidents.  This  proposal  represents  the 
best  thinking  of  the  input  of  the  membership  and  Management  Coun¬ 
cil  and  the  presidents.  It’s  a  compromise  between  those  who  favor 
competition  in  the  nontraditional  season  and  those  within  the  Asso¬ 
ciation  who  choose  to  eliminate  the  nontraditional  season  altogether 
Many  schools,  institutions  and  conferences  did  not  conduct  the 
nontraditional  segment  and  they  favor  the  elimination  of  the  seg¬ 
ment  across  the  board.  Other  schools  and  conferences  conduct  a  sig¬ 
nificant  nontraditional  segment,  including  a  substantial  amount  of 
competition  with  outside  entities.  Finally,  others  conduct  a  very  loose 
and  fiexible  nontraditional  segment  that  is  not  based  on  preparati 
for  competition  but  education  and  performance  enhancemen  .  y 
eliminating  competition  in  the  nontraditional  segment  but  maintain¬ 
ing  practice  opportunities,  the  proposal  attempts  to  find  a  reasonable 
middle  ground  between  those  two  approaches. 

Compromise  is  never  perfect.  I  think  you  cou  d  say  the  same 
.bout  this  particular  proposal  as  well.  It  .s  sound  kpdatra.  It  IS 
sound  legislation.  Again,  it  takes  into  consideration  all  of  the  input 
between  The  people  we  have  had  an  opportunity  to  talk  to  within  the 
membership— -those  individuals  whom  you  have  chosen  at  the  presi¬ 
dents’  level  and  the  Management  Council  and  the  Championship 
Committee  who  try  to  come  up  with  that  compromise.  We  believe 
that  it  would  achieve  a  significant  meaningful  reduction  J»n  the  grow¬ 
ing  emphasis  on  the  nontraditional  segment,  and  it  would  do  a  lot  of 
good  for  our  student-athletes  in  terms  of  bettering  their  connection 
52  the  classroom  because  let’s  face  it,  if  they’re  practicing,  some¬ 
thing  else  is  being  given  up. 

1  urge  you  to  adopt  this  proposal. 

Joy  Reighn  (Rowan  University):  I  m  a  member  of  the  Manage 
ment  Council.  There  is  a  very  practical  reason  for  this  proposal  that 
we  don’t  recognize.  Many  schools  and  conferences  are  eompeting 
the  nontraditional  segment  not  because  they  want  to,  but  because 
they  believe  they  must.  They  also  compete  with  other  noncollegiate 
programs  that  puts  them  at  a  disadvantage  m  terms  of  recruiting 
ancfcompetition.  Leaving  it  up  to  institutions  and  conferences  to 
eliminate  competition  in  the  nontraditional  segment  works  ab°utas 
well  as  unilateral  disarmament  did  a  few  years  ago.  We  will  addres 

thiSEdHeaiSadnnS(Ma  Jw?ihfnSon  College):  I  rise  to  ask  you  to 
defeat  ProiTsition  No.  55.  Number  one,  it’s  not  institutional  control 
buUnsthutional  autonomy.  I  believe  the  institution  ought  to  have 
the  right  and  have  the  opportunity  to  play  out  this  scenario  the  way 
they  want  to  do  it.  I  don’t  think  it’s  an  arms  race.  No  one  will  ever 
take  away  all  the  advantages  that  your  neighbors  have.  You  need  to 
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work  harder  to  beat  those  advantages  as  you  see  them.  So  institu¬ 
tional  autonomy  is  definitely  an  issue  here. 

Also,  in  terms  of  those  folks  who  say  if  you  don’t  compete  in  the 
nontraditional  season,  the  student-athletes  will  then  be  able  to  exer¬ 
cise  their  academic  responsibilities,  I  believe  that’s  untrue  and  that 
it’s  clouded  thinking.  If  you  really  believe  that,  I  respect  that  and  I 
feel  that’s  fine.  If  you  believe  your  student-athletes  who  are  not  com¬ 
peting  are  now  going  to  go  to  the  library  or  conduct  institutional  re¬ 
search  or  whatever,  that’s  fine,  if  you  truly  believe  that. 

But  what  I’m  really  disturbed  about  is  what  the  young  lady  from 
Rowan  just  said,  and  that  is  that  it’s  not  what  you  truly  believe,  it’s 
what  you’re  truly  afraid  of.  You’re  afraid  of  a  neighbor  getting  a  lit¬ 
tle  bit  of  an  edge  and  you’re  afraid  of  an  institution  having  something 
you  can’t  and  don’t  want  to  have.  If  you  want  to  have  traditional  com¬ 
petition  and  nontraditional  competition,  then  so  be  it.  But  if  you 
don’t  want  to  have  it  or  the  conference  doesn’t  allow  you  to  have  it,  I 
think  it’s  wrong  to  then  say  if  I  can’t  have  it,  then  no  one  else  should. 
I  don’t  think  that’s  really  along  the  lines  of  integrity. 

Second  of  all,  and  the  last  thing  I  want  to  mention  is  the  student- 
athlete.  Ced  Dempsey  and  everybody  at  this  conference  talks  con¬ 
stantly  about  student-athletes  and  how  important  student-athlete 
input  is.  Now  we’re  saying  that  you  have  to  have  a  student-athlete 
committee  at  every  conference  level,  every  institution.  Here  are  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  getting  up  and  making  passionate  pleas  and  stating 
from  the  heart  that  if  you  eliminate  competition  from  the  nontradi¬ 
tional  season,  you’re  taking  something  away  that’s  very  dear  to  their 
hearts  and  not  going  to  help  their  academic  achievements. 

For  those  reasons,  I  urge  you  to  defeat  soundly  Proposition  55. 
(Applause) 

Michael  Hannah  (Hobart  and  William  Smith  Colleges):  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  Proposal  55  for  three  reasons.  One,  one  of  the  wonder¬ 
ful  things  that  competition  in  the  nontraditional  season  has  fostered 
are  charity  events.  These  typically  are  one-day  multiteam  round 
robins.  A  few  of  which  I  am  very  familiar  with  benefit  the  Leukemia 
Society  of  America  and  other  foundations.  It  gives  our  student-ath¬ 
letes  and  coaches  a  chance  to  be  very  involved  in  a  public  service  type 
of  way  that  they  wouldn’t  be  able  to  in  the  traditional  season. 

Secondly,  one  of  our  concerns  is  to  reduce  stress  on  budget,  facil¬ 
ities  and  staff.  I  suggest  that  having  practices  is  a  much  better  way 
to  do  that  than  having  competition  because  practice  conserves  more 
of  our  budget  and  more  of  our  facilities. 

Thirdly,  in  this  day  and  age,  more  of  our  campuses  have  far  less 
junior  varsity  opportunities  and  programs  than  they’ve  had  in  past 
years.  Therefore,  we’re  asking  our  paying  customers,  our  third-year 
students,  to  make  a  varsity  team  and  not  have  the  opportunity  that 
the  junior  varsity  teams  in  the  past  provided. 

Therefore,  I  think  the  nontraditional  season  serves  a  wonderful 
purpose  for  today’s  students  because  they  don’t  have  the  opportunity 
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>  to  be  a  member  of  a  team  or  to  develop  as  a  student-athlete  and  en¬ 
hance  their  athletic  intercollegiate  experience.  It  also  gives  our 
coaches  an  invaluable  opportunity  to  fairly  evaluate  those  student- 
.  athletes.  Therefore,  I’d  ask  that  you  vote  against  this  proposal. 

John  Van  Iwaarden  (Hope  College):  I  would  like  to  speak  to 
Proposal  55  from  the  standpoint  of  a  faculty  member  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  of  mathematics  at  Hope  College.  I  believe  that  allowing  com¬ 
petition  in  the  nontraditional  segment  would  negatively  affect  re¬ 
sources,  facilities,  coaches  and  trainers,  but  most  importantly  to  me, 
classroom  activities.  My  calculus  students  are  required  to  go  to  sym- 
.  posiums  and  lab  sessions  in  the  afternoons.  We  allow  them  to  miss 
'  many  of  these  during  the  regular  season.  Now  we’re  asking  them  to 
miss  more  of  their  classroom  activities  in  the  nontraditional  season. 

I  believe  that  student-athletes  in  Division  III  colleges  are  to  be 
students.  We  must  guard  against  using  an  increasing  segment  of 
their  time  for  athletic  competition  outside  of  the  regular  season.  Our 
coaches,  first  of  all,  are  teaching  faculty  who  need  all  of  their  avail¬ 
able  time  to  donate  to  faculty  efforts,  teaching,  research,  community 
service  and  so  forth.  Athletic  directors  already  have  a  very  difficult 
job  of  administering  programs  in  regular  seasons. 

At  Hope  College,  we  are  in  favor  of  eliminating  all  nontraditional 
seasons,  but  lets  not  eliminate  competition.  Allow  those  to  be  teach¬ 
ing  sessions  pursuant  to  the  Division  III  philosophy  to  allow  students 
to  be  students  first.  (Applause) 

Kenneth  Magarian  (Westfield  State  College):  Since  this  began 
a  couple  years  ago,  1  may  have  been  at  that  time  one  of  the  ones  who 
thought  55  was  the  way  to  go.  Since  that  time,  things  that  I  have 
learned  and  read  and  asked  changed  my  mind  100  percent.  Obvi¬ 
ously.  the  coaches  and  the  athletes  do  not  like  55.  I  really  disagree. 
For  almost  all  baseball,  softball  and  soccer  practices  and  games  not 
in  the  regular  season,  coaches  make  sure  they  go  out  of  their  way  to 
make  sure  that  they  do  not  miss  any  time  from  the  academic  scene 
whatsoever.  Absolutely. 

In  our  book,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  almost  all  of  the  amendments 
we  have  here  this  year  is  to  do  what?  To  deregulate.  Also,  they  are 
to  let  each  school  decide  what  is  best  for  them.  Division  III  is  enor¬ 
mous.  Everything  and  everybody  is  different.  Do  not  place  this  for 
everyone,  everywhere.  I  urge  the  defeat  of  55.  (Applause) 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Can  I  bring  the  meeting  to  order,  please? 
The  chair  would  like  to  suggest  that  comments  that  provide  new  in¬ 
formation  would  be  the  most  appropriate  as  we  try  to  move  through 
the  discussion. 

Dee  Fairchild  (Grinnell  College):  I’m  a  member  of  the  Manage¬ 
ment  Council.  Most  teachers  agree  on  the  inherent  value  of  compet¬ 
ing  and  practice  opportunities  in  the  nontraditional  segment,  while 
hoping  that  the  student-athlete  will  still  be  able  to  conduct  instruc¬ 
tion.  As  has  been  said  by  other  speakers  and  repeated,  this  proposal 
will  also  help  to  reduce  demands  on  scarce  institutional  resources 


like  travel  budgets,  facilities,  coaches  and  athletic  trainers.  These  are 
very  difficult  issues  on  many  campuses.  This  proposal  is  a  significant1 
step  in  the  right  direction.  I  encourage  your  support. 

John  Schael  (Washington  University):  We  have  got  a  respon¬ 
sibility  that  needs  to  be  with  each  campus,  building  its  own  re¬ 
sources  and  making  decisions  that  are  right  for  that  particular  pro¬ 
gram,  not  based  on  what  is  being  done  on  other  campuses.  There  is 
nothing  in  our  legislation  with  respect  to  a  requirement  to  conduct'; 
a  nontraditional  season  or  a  nontraditional  season  with  competi¬ 
tion. 

Also,  I  feel  that  it  was  important  to  have  input  from  student-ath¬ 
letes.  While  we  didn't  contemplate  a  national  survey,  I  know  that  on 
our  campus  we  conducted  a  survey.  We  found  that  our  students  who 
are  actively  engaged  in  radio,  newspaper,  fraternities,  sororities  or 
being  volunteers,  were  part  of  the  academic  effort  of  the  institution. 

I  also  find  that  their  grade-point  averages  across  the  board  in  all  18 
sports  were  on  equal  footing  with  the  nonathletes,  so  I  don’t  see  how 
competition  during  the  nontraditional  season  detracts  from  their 
academic  progress. 

I  believe  a  nontraditional  season  with  the  opportunity  for  compe¬ 
tition  also  gives  more  freshmen,  sophomores  and  juniors  a  special  op¬ 
portunity  during  that  particular  segment.  Because  the  seniors  are 
not  involved,  we  can  concentrate  at  a  greater  level  in  terms  of  help¬ 
ing  them  improve  their  skills. 

A  “no”  vote  on  Proposition  55  is  a  vote  for  all  the  student-athletes 
representing  our  institutions  at  the  Division  111  level  1  urge  your  de¬ 
feat  of  Proposition  55.  (Applause) 

Chuck  Gordon  (Emory  University):  I  would  respectfully  ask  to 
call  the  question.  (Applause) 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Is  there  a  second  to  call  the  question?  Let 
me  remind  you  that  this  will  be  a  roll-call  vote.  It's  a  nondebatable 
motion.  We’re  voting  on  to  call  the  question. 

[The  motion  to  call  the  question  was  seconded  and  approved.] 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  We  will  now  vote  on  Proposal  55  as  amended. 
Please  take  your  voting  machines  and  cast  your  vote, 

[Proposal  No.  55  (Page  A-62)  was  adopted,  158-155-5. J 

We  will  now  move  on  to  Proposal  No.  56.  Just  a  moment,  please. 
The  polls  were  held  for  those  people  who  had  difficulty  voting. 

Unidentified  Delegate:  According  to  the  technician  back  here, 
holding  the  polls  open  longer  is  not  solving  the  problem  for  people  in 
this  area.  You  cast  your  vote,  you  don’t  get  assurance  that  the  vote 
has  been  received. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you.  For  those  in  the  far  corner, 
the  only  way  we  can  be  sure  that  we  received  those  votes  is  for  those 
members  who  are  having  a  difficult  time  is  to  actually  physically  get 
up,  come  over  to  the  center  of  the  room  or  to  the  front  and  cast  your 
vote  for  this  very  important  vote. 

Therefore,  if  there’s  no  objection,  the  chair  would  ask  for  a  revote 
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on  55  as  amended,  and  ask  those  individuals  to  come  forward.  Again, 

this  is  obviously  a  crucial  vote  for  us.  ,  .  .  ™  .  .  • 

I’d  like  to  clarify  since  I  have  heard  no  objections.  The  chair  is 
asking  for  a  revote  on  55  with  the  amendment.  I  think  we  re  ready. 
We  will  now  revote.  Please  cast  your  vote. 

The  chair  is  now  closing  the  polls. 

. :  Can  I  have  your  attention,  please?  First,  I  d  like  to  say  that  with 

the  actual  movement  of  people  to  the  center  of  the  room,  there  were 
•19  more  votes  cast,  so  we  have  a  sense  that  that  really,  in  fact,  did 
work. 

Women's  Championships — Sponsorship  Criteria— 

Minimum  Period 

Walter  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  Does  anyone  in  the 
room  have  a  good,  clean  joke  right  now?  (Laughter) 

As  a  member  of  the  Division  III  Management  Council  and  chair 
of  the  Championships  Committee  and  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  56. 

(The  motion  was  seconded.)  ...  , 

NCAA  bylaws  currently  specify  that  a  championship  may  be  es¬ 
tablished  in  an  emerging  women’s  sport  if  at  least  40  institutions 
sponsor  the  sport  and  the  sport  has  met  the  women  s  sponsorship  re¬ 
quirement  for  two  consecutive  years.  The  Championships  Committee 
has  reviewed  the  1999-2000  sponsorship  of  the  fo  lowing  sports, 
women’s  water  polo,  40  institutions;  women’s  ice  hockey,  53  institu¬ 
tions;  women’s  golf,  29;  and  women’s  bowling,  24  institutions.  These 
sponsorship  numbers  represent  an  increase  in  the  number  of  institu¬ 
tions  that  were  sponsoring  the  sports  for  1998-99. 

If  the  waiting  period  is  reduced  from  two  years  to  one,  legislation 
can  be  proposed  to  establish  championships  in  those  sports  more 
auickly.  This  in  turn  should  fuel  additional  sponsorship  of  those 
sports  at  member  institutions.  Ultimately,  the  proposal  will  provide 
more  definitive  opportunities  for  our  student-athletes  and  assist 
member  institutions  in  gaining  their  legal  obligations  under  Title  IX. 

I  think  this  is  a  great  idea  and  I  urge  your  vote  for  Proposal  5b. 

Thank  you.  ,  „  .  n 

[Proposal  No.  56  (Page  A-66)  was  adopted,  266-18-5.1 

National  Collegiate  Championship— Women's  Ice  Hockey 
Dee  Fairchild  (Grinnell  College):  A;S  a  member  of  the  Division 
III  Management  Council  and  the  Championships  Committee,  and  on 
behalf  of  the  Presidents  Council,  I  move  for  the  adoption  of  Proposal 
No.  57. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

In  an  effort  to  increase  championship  opportunities  for  women 
the  Association’s  governance  structure  proposes  the  establishment  o! 
a  National  Collegiate  Championship  in  women’s  ice  hockey.  Cur¬ 
rently,  53  institutions  sponsor  the  sport  of  women  s  ice  hockey;  ap¬ 
proximately  one-half  of  those  schools  are  in  Division  III.  The  estab- 
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lishment  of  a  women’s  ice  hockey  championship  necessitates  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  committee  on  the  playing  rules  and  championship  ad-.' 
ministration  responsibilities,  and  the  proposal  also  accomplishes 
that.  Please  note  that  the  proposed  sports  committee  will  close  in  on 
the  sports  sponsorship  battle. 

The  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council  want  to  em-  , 
phasize  that  the  adoption  of  this  legislation  is  important  for  interim 
staff  toward  the  establishment  of  a  Division  III  women’s  ice  hockey 
championship.  The  Division  III  Presidents  Council  intends  to  pro¬ 
pose  the  establishment  of  a  Division  III  championship  in  women’s  ice 
hockey  at  the  2001  NCAA  Convention.  Only  the  achievement  of  that 
ultimate  goal  will  ensure  championships  access  for  our  institutions 
that  sponsor  women’s  ice  hockey  and  for  our  student-athletes. 

I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  No.  57. 

Lee  Pelton  (Willamette  University):  As  a  member  of  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Council,  I  wanted  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  this  issue  in 
the  eyes  of  the  Presidents  Council.  The  Association  should  give  top 
priority  to  the  funding  of  an  Association-wide  championship  that  pro¬ 
vides  equitable  access  opportunities  to  female  ice  hockey  student- 
athletes  in  all  three  divisions.  If  this  proposal  is  adopted,  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Council  will  stress  that  point  to  the  Executive  Committee.  At 
the  same  time,  as  you  have  heard,  the  Presidents  Council  believes 
that  the  only  true  way  to  guarantee  equitable  access  for  Division  III 
student-athletes  is  to  sponsor  and  pay  for  our  own  championship.  So 
it  is  the  intent  of  the  Presidents  Council  to  sponsor  legislation  that 
will  enable  the  establishment  of  a  championship  in  the  sport  of 
women’s  ice  hockey.  Thank  you. 

[Proposal  No.  57  (Page  A-67)  was  adopted,  262-3-17.] 

Dick  Kaiser  (Defiance  College):  I  have  a  question  for  the  chair 
and  the  people  at  the  podium.  With  the  closeness  of  the  vote  on  55, 
and  with  all  the  problems  we’re  having  on  the  machines  over  here, 
how  do  we  know  all  the  votes  got  cast  since  the  addition  of  all  of  the 
votes  is  very  unbelievable  today? 

Mr,  Biddiscombe:  First  of  all,  the  people  operating  the  voting 
machines  felt  that  the  relocation  of  those  who  were  having  a  problem 
fixed  the  problem.  But  also,  to  verify  that,  we  have  a  written  record 
of  all  of  the  votes.  The  record  will  be  available  during  the  lunch  break 
so  that  individual  schools  can  verify  their  vote  to  make  sure  in  fact 
their  vote  was  recorded. 

Mr,  Kaiser:  If  a  delegate  didn’t  get  up  and  move  to  the  middle 
and  if  their  vote  wasn’t  cast,  even  though  they  voted,  how  are  you 
going  to  know? 

Mr,  Biddiscombe:  We  will  know  because  the  written  record  will 
not  indicate  that  they  have  voted. 

Mr.  Kaiser:  Thank  you.  Then  what  happens? 

Mr,  Biddiscombe:  We’ll  discuss  that  during  the  lunch  break 
and  have  an  answer  for  you  immediately  after  the  break. 

Gloria  Scott  (Bennett  College):  I  have  a  procedural  question  or 
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comment.  On  any  vote  being  taken,  if  the  chair  gives  direction  on 
•  r)iow  that  vote  is  to  be  taken,  the  members  voting  have  an  obligation 
’.to  affirm  to  that.  I  think  that  any  person  who  did  not  move,  given  the 
-  •'chance,  because  there  was  a  clear  problem,  that’s  their  own  choice. 
Number  two,  I  think  ultimately  when  you  look  at  it,  ll  they  did 
not  vote,  they  did  not  vote.  I  think  that  the  process  of  reconsideration 
'  is  already  scheduled.  I  don’t  know  of  any  technical  way  to  go  back  to 
somebody  who  made  a  decision  after  the  chair  gave  them  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  conform  to  what  the  entire  group  was  going  to  do.  1  he  only 
way  to  go  back  is  to  have  reconsideration,  and  that  opportunity  is  this 

afternoon.  (Applause)  ^  „ 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you,  President  Scott,  for  those  com- 

Arthur  Eason  (William  Paterson  University  of  New  Jersey).  My 

question  is  the  same  thing.  In  the  highest  previous  vote  there  were 
454  votes  cast.  For  Proposal  55,  there  were  a  total  of  318  votes. 
That’s  a  difference  of  64  votes.  Something  there  has  to  be  going  on. 
To  have  a  64-vote  difference,  I  feel  there’s  a  problem  that  needs  to  be 

rectified.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you.  Art. 

National  Collegiate  Championship— Women's  Water  Polo 

Louise  O’Neal  (Wellesley  College):  I  move  the  adoption  of  Pro- 
posal  No.  58. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.]  ,  . 


In  an  effort  to  increase  the  NCAA  championship  opportunities  for 
women,  the  Association’s  governance  structure  proposes  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  National  Collegiate  Championship  in  women’s  water 
polo.  Currently,  at  least  40  members  sponsor  women’s  water  polo. 
This  meets  the  NCAA  minimum  sponsorship  number.  This  number 
has  steadily  increased.  The  establishment  of  a  women’s  water  polo 
championship  also  requires  the  development  of  a  committee  with 
playing  rules  and  championship  administration  responsibilities. 
Please  note  that  the  composition  of  the  proposed  sports  committee 
will  reflect  sports  sponsorship  data. 

Therefore,  the  Presidents  Council,  the  Management  Council  and 
the  Championships  Committee  urge  you  to  vote  “yes  for  Proposal 


No.  58. 


Carl  Clapp  (University  of  Redlands):  I  would  like  to  speak  in 
favor  of  Proposal  58.  The  growth  of  women’s  water  polo  is  excep¬ 
tional.  Over  the  last  few  years,  sponsorship  on  the  varsity  level  has 
gone  from  four  institutions  to  a  total  of  42— the  most  recent  of  which 
have  been  added  since  the  NCAA  declaration  date  in  September. 
Furthermore,  there  are  an  additional  seven  more  schools  that  have 


announced  their  intention  to  begin  programs  by  2001— the  year  the 
championship  will  be  initiated.  This  would  bring  the  total  to  49  in¬ 
stitutions,  exceeding  the  40  required. 

Given  the  fact  the  women’s  championship  will  be  held  in  May,  es- 
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tablishing  a  championship  in  the  2000-01  academic  year  will  afford* 
the  newly  formed  committee  enough  time  to  assign  the  date  and  site., 
ruithermore,  since  the  women  have  been  competing  for  the  last  sev-’ 
eral  years,  much  of  the  groundwork  has  already  been  laid  regarding 
rules  and  competitive  structures.  I  urge  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  this- 
proposal  and  reduce  the  waiting  period  to  one  year. 

[Proposal  No.  58  (Page  A-68)  was  adopted,  278-8-12.] 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  I  would  like  to  remind  the  delegates  that 
there  will  be  a  period  of  reconsideration  this  afternoon  after  lunch 
when  we  reconvene  at  1:30.  Someone  who  voted  on  the  prevailing 
side  of  a  proposal  could  move  for  reconsideration  if  so  desired. 

1  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  and  coopera- 
tion  this  morning.  I’ll  now  turn  the  microphone  back  to  President 
Die.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Die:  The  period  of  reconsideration  will  begin  at  1-30  re¬ 
break  °f  When  We  t0  eSt  1UnCh-  We  Wil1  takC  a  10‘mi,:,ute 

[Note:  A  recess  was  taken  from  10:59  to  11:12  a.m.] 

STRATEGIC  PLAN  DISCUSSION 

Ms.  Die:  Please  take  your  seats.  We  will  begin.  We  have  two 
items  on  our  agenda  prior  to  lunch. 

Our  next  discussion  is  very  significant.  One  of  the  first  major  pol- 
lcy  decisions  made  m  the  new  governance  structure,  and  made  also 
by  the  Presidents  Council  and  the  Management  Council  after  the  im- 
plementation  of  the  new  governance  structure,  was  the  development 
of  the  Division  J!1  strategic  plan.  The  first  plan  was  distributed  to 
you  in  the  fall  of  1998.  You  will  be  interested  to  know  that  we  remain 
plan™  y  dlV1S,°n  With  3  fully  devel°Ped  and  implemented  strategic 

All  of  the  activity  of  our  governance  structure  should  focus  on  the 
plan.  It  is  our  governance  right  now.  This  is  true  not  only  as  it  re- 
ates  to  the  development  of  policy  issues,  but  also  in  the  terms  of  al¬ 
location  of  revenues  and  expenses  under  the  Division  III  budget.  For 
that  reason,  we  want  to  be  sure  the  plan  remains  familiar  to  you. 
Une  of  the  ways  to  ensure  this  is  briefly  to  review  the  status  of  the 
plan  during  our  annual  business  session.  To  lead  our  discussion  of 
is  topic  will  be  Lynda  Calkins  of  Hollins  University.  As  I  noted  ear- 
her,  Lynda  is  vice-chair  of  the  Management  Council  and  has  served 
as  chair  of  the  Management  Council’s  Strategic  Planning  Subcom- 
mittee.  Lynda. 

Lynda  Calkins  (Hollins  University):  Thank  you,  President  Die 
Uood  morning.  It  has  been  my  privilege  to  serve  on  the  Management 
Council  for  the  past  four  years.  We  really  have  come  a  long  way,  but 
there  s  a  long  way  yet  to  go.  So  it’s  my  pleasure  to  present  the  strate¬ 
gic-planning  report. 


. 
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Division  ill  continues  to  lead  the  Association  in  strategic  plan- 
firing.  We  are  in  the  second  full  academic  year  of  governance  based  on 
that  strategic  plan.  Divisions  I  and  II  continue  to  develop  their  plans, 
.  although  they  are  much  closer  in  reality  than  they  were  at  this  time 
last  year,  especially  Division  II. 

I  will  refer  to  two  handouts  during  my  presentation  this  morning. 
One  packet  has  a  blue  cover  and  is  entitled  "Division  III  Strategic 
Plan.”  This  document  contains  selected  portions  of  our  plan,  and  that 
will  be  our  main  focus.  The  other  packet  has  a  pink  cover  and  is  en¬ 
titled  "1999  Division  III  and  Association-Wide  Committee  Reports.” 
Unlike  last  year,  we  will  not  hear  from  the  individual  committee 
chairs  regarding  the  activities  of  each  committee.  That  information 
is  contained  in  the  written  committee  reports.  We  will,  however,  hear 
from  the  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  since  student-athlete 
issues  remain  a  top  priority  in  the  strategic  plan.  I  encourage  you  to 
review  the  committee  reports  because  they  do  a  good  job  of  summa¬ 
rizing  where  each  committee  has  been  during  the  past  year  and 
where  its  focus  will  be  in  the  future. 

Let  me  briefly  review  how  our  strategic-planning  process  works. 
First,  our  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council  identify  the 
top  planning  priorities.  Those  priorities  then  are  communicated  to 
each  Division  III  and  Association-wide  committee.  The  committees 
then  develop  action  plans  that  describe  how  they  intend  to  address 
those  priorities  that  fall  in  their  area  of  expertise.  All  of  this  takes 
place  on  an  annual  basis  so  the  plan  is  not  a  stagnant  document. 

Among  the  key  players  in  the  process  are  the  committee  chairs, 
the  Management  Council  representatives  on  each  committee  and  the 
staff  liaisons.  It  is  crucial  that  those  individuals  have  a  consistent 
focus  and  communicate  closely  regarding  the  applicable  planning  pri¬ 
orities.  The  Management  Council  representatives  help  keep  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  task,  and  the  governance  staff  helps  keep  the  staffliaisons 
on  task. 

The  other  key  concept  to  remember  is  that  the  plan  governs  the 
funding  of  postcommittee  initiatives.  If  an  initiative  does  not  address 
one  of  the  planning  priorities,  then  the  Management  Council  and  the 
Presidents  Council  will  not  fund  that  proposal.  Our  plan  continues 
to  identify  seven  priorities:  student-athlete  welfare;  membership  re¬ 
quirements  and  education;  communication  and  technology;  sports¬ 
manship  and  ethical  conduct;  the  Division  III  identity;  and  the  NCAA 
governance  process.  Section  5  of  the  handout  reflects  those  seven  pri¬ 
orities  and  in  bold  indicates  those  areas  that  are  currently  in 
progress.  The  sections  that  are  in  capital  letters  are  the  new  initia¬ 
tives  added  to  the  plan  since  last  year.  As  you  can  see,  a  great  many 
initiatives  are  currently  underway. 

Section  6  is  a  good  document  to  review  as  well  because  it  reflects 
what  we  have  accomplished  in  each  of  the  seven  areas.  While  we  are 
proud  of  what  we  have  done,  we  cannot  rest  on  our  laurels  because 
there  is  still  much  work  to  do. 
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I  want  to  note  that  of  the  seven  priority  areas,  the  Presidents 
Council  has  determined  that  student-athlete  welfare,  membership' 
education  and  diversity  should  receive  top  billing  over  the  next  few 
years.  We  will  continue  our  efforts  in  the  other  four  areas,  of  course 
but  they  will  receive  just  a  little  less  attention.  This  will  be’ especially 
important  to  keep  in  mind  as  the  new  resources  become  available  ■ 
with  the  implementation  of  the  new  CBS  broadcast  agreement  in  the 
year  2003.  Because  of  our  3.18  percent  constitutional  guarantee  of' 
NCAA  revenue,  the  new  contract  will  give  us  an  opportunity  to  pur¬ 
sue  our  priorities  more  aggressively. 

We  expect  and  encourage  your  ideas  and  input  regarding  how  to 
accomplish  all  of  these  initiatives.  But  those  suggestions  must  be 
consistent  with  our  planning  priorities  in  order  to  receive  serious  con¬ 
sideration.  Since  student-athlete  welfare  remains  at  the  top  of  our 
priority  list,  we  will  be  relying  more  than  ever  on  our  Student-Ath¬ 
lete  Advisory  Committee  for  advice  and  direction. 

I  would  now  like  to  ask  Kerry  Gotham,  the  chair  of  that  commit¬ 
tee,  to  present  the  SAAC  report.  Kerry  was  a  student-athlete  at 
Nazareth  College  in  New  York  and  now  attends  graduate  school  at 
Syracuse  University.  He  has  served  as  the  SAAC  chair  during  this 
last  year  and  has  been  a  colleague  as  the  student-athlete  represen¬ 
tative  on  the  Management  Council  during  the  past  three  years.  It’s 
through  his  dedicated  service  that  he  is  a  great  example  of  how  our 
student-athletes  are  making  a  significant  and  positive  contribution 
within  the  new  governance  structure.  Kerry. 

STUDENT-ATHLETE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  REPORT 

Kerry  Gotham  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  Thank 
you,  Lynda,  and  good  morning  everyone.  It  is  my  honor  to  present 
this  report  highlighting  the  work  of  the  Division  III  Student-Athlete 
Advisory  Committee  during  the  past  year.  Exactly  one  year  ago,  we 
stood  before  the  membership  and  stated  that  we  would  focus  on 
maintaining  consistent  communication  with  student-athletes  serving 
on  NCAA  committees  and  also  create  institutional  and  conference  ac¬ 
cess  to  SAAC  issues.  I’m  pleased  to  announce  today  that  we  stayed 
on  target.  We  worked  hard  to  obtain  our  main  goals  and  established 
others  for  the  future. 

We  now  have  Division  III  student-athlete  representatives  on  over 
11  Association-wide  and  Division  III  committees  within  the  gover¬ 
nance  structure.  This  expands  the  opportunities  for  student-athlete 
involvement  as  well  as  the  student-athlete  voice.  We  also  have  es¬ 
tablished  an  annual  reception  with  the  members  of  the  Management 
Council  to  maintain  a  good  working  relationship  and  provide  a  vehi¬ 
cle  for  interactive  dialogue  between  the  two  groups. 

On  the  issues  of  advisory  committees  at  the  conference  level  we 
brought  forth  Proposal  No.  50  to  the  Management  Council,  which  was 
voted  on  earlier  today.  This  will  allow  conference  SAACs  to  increase 
the  student-athlete  influence  at  the  conference  level  and  strengthen 
the  overall  network  of  SAACs  throughout  the  country 
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On  the  issue  of  SAACs  at  the  campus  level,  we  have  received  nu¬ 
merous  calls  and  e-mails  from  student-athletes  and  administrators 
requesting  information  and  advice  on  how  to  better  maintain  their 
student-athlete  advisory  committees  at  their  respective  institutions 
and  campuses.  This  shows  a  commitment  to  active  student-athlete 
participation. 

This  is  just  a  brief  look  at  what  we  did  over  the  year.  It  can  be 
found  in  much  greater  detail,  as  we  pointed  out  earlier,  in  the  pack¬ 
ets  that  were  handed  out  in  our  written  report.  I  would  encourage 
each  of  you  to  read  through  the  report  and  feel  free  to  approach  any 
one  of  the  national  SAAC  members  with  any  questions  or  concerns 
you  may  have.  That's  why  we’re  here. 

Thus,  as  we  start  another  year  of  the  governance  cycle,  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  SAAC  will  continue  to  serve  as  a  watchdog  with  issues  per¬ 
taining  to  health,  safety  and  student-athlete  welfare.  We  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  communicate  with  and  help  establish  active  campus  and 
conference  student-athlete  advisory  committees.  We  will  continue  to 
utilize  our  voice  within  the  committee  structure  to  maximize  our  in¬ 
volvement  and  increase  opportunities. 

With  the  new  CBS  basketball  contract  and  the  involvement  of 
new  funds  for  Division  III,  we  are  going  to  help  identify  educational 
programs  dealing  with  alcohol  education  as  well  as  other  pertinent 
areas  to  the  Division  III  philosophy  and  overall  student- athlete  ex¬ 
perience. 

Finally,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  I  would  like  to  issue  a  chal¬ 
lenge  to  the  membership  so  that  one  year  from  now  when  we  meet  in 
beautiful,  sunny  Orlando,  we  will  be  able  to  look  back  and  evaluate 
how  we  did.  The  mission  of  the  Division  III  SAAC  is  to  enhance  the 
total  athlete  experience  by  promoting  opportunity,  protecting  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare  and  fostering  a  positive  student  image  while 
maintaining  the  tenets  of  the  Division  III  philosophy.  I  would  chal¬ 
lenge  you  to  look  at  your  institutions  and  ask  yourself  two  simple 
questions:  How  do  you  think  you  are  doing  with  this  mission?  How 
do  the  student-athletes  at  your  institution  think  you  are  doing?  Ask 
them  and  see. 

There’s  one  other  announcement  that  I  would  like  to  make.  We 
have  two  members  who  have  been  with  us  for  two  to  three  years  now 
and  they  are  leaving  our  committee.  We  would  like  to  recognize  them 
at  this  time:  Mike  Hammond  from  Centre  College  and  Cela 
Oceguera,  who  is  also  our  vice-chair,  from  the  University  of  Califor¬ 
nia  at  San  Diego.  They  played  an  integral  role  over  their  terms,  and 
we  appreciate  everything  they  have  done.  (Applause) 

That’s  it  for  me.  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  at  this 
time.  If  not,  that  concludes  my  report.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Calkins:  Thanks,  Kerry.  Let  me  close  by  emphasizing  what 
an  exciting  time  it  is  from  a  planning  perspective  within  our  division. 
Good  planning  does  take  time  and  a  lot  of  hard  work,  but  with  good 
planning  we  can  achieve  the  results  that  we  all  want  and  expect  from 
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our  governance  structure.  I’d  like  to  open  the  floor  if  there  are  any£ 
questions  at  this  time  for  either  Kerry  or  myself.  Seeing  none,  thank 
you.  _ 

Ms.  Die:  Thank  you,  Kerry,  and  thank  you,  Lynda.  Thank  youJ.\^t 
also  to  the  Strategic  Planning  Subcommittee,  committee  chairs,  conn, 
mittee  members  and  the  staff  liaisons  for  their  collective  hard  work‘: 
in  developing  and  implementing  the  plan  and  doing  such  a  fine  job  of'vy£j 
keeping  us  informed  as  to  where  we  are  in  implementation.  I  know  V‘ 
the  membership  is  pleased  with  our  accomplishments  so  far  and  is  .  JL 
committed  to  the  long-term  success  of  the  strategic  plan. 

Our  next  session  focuses  on  the  Institutional  Self-Study  Guide, 
often  called  the  ISSG,  and  Division  III  financial  aid  requirements. 

Both  of  these  topics  require  legislative  requirements  that  are  funda¬ 
mental  to  successful  membership  in  Division  III. 

First,  you  will  hear  from  members  of  the  Division  III  Membership 
Committee.  The  committee  deals  directly  with  ISSG  and  related 
membership  issues.  The  ISSG  is  a  critical  document  because  it  helps 
to  identify  potential  problem  areas  where  your  institution  or  others 
may  stray  from  the  Division  III  philosophy  or  other  legislative  re: 
quirements.  Leading  off  that  discussion  will  be  Marilyn  Skrivseth, 
director  of  athletics  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Claire,  who 
chairs  the  committee. 

Next,  we  will  hear  from  our  members  of  the  Financial  Aid  and 
Awards  Committee.  As  you  know,  much  of  the  ISSG  focuses  on  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  issues  since  that  is  a  defining  characteristic  of  our  divi¬ 
sion.  We  also  are  in  the  third  year  of  a  comprehensive  review  of  our 
division’s  financial  aid  and  awards  legislation.  This  is  an  important 
component  of  our  strategic  plan.  The  committee  members  will  up¬ 
date  you  on  the  progress  of  their  efforts,  including  what  to  expect  dur¬ 
ing  the  remainder  of  this  year  and  at  the  2001  Convention.  Leading 
off  that  discussion  will  be  Jeff  Ankrom,  faculty  athletics  representa-  1  " 
tive  at  Wittenberg  University  and  chair  of  the  Financial  Aid  and 
Awards  Committee.  We  will  begin  with  Marilyn  Skrivseth. 
Marilyn. 

INSTITUTIONAL  SELF-STUDY  GUIDE  DISCUSSION 

Marilyn  Skrivseth  (University  of  Wisconsin,  Eau  Claire); 
Thank  you.  The  Membership  Committee  is  responsible  for  basically 
two  aspects:  one,  reviewing  issues  related  to  Division  III  member¬ 
ship;  and  second,  coordinating  educational  programs  for  both  active 
and  provisional  members.  I  don’t  need  to  tell  you  at  this  point  of  dis¬ 
cussion  that  Division  III  is  the  largest  and  certainly  the  most  diverse 
division  of  the  NCAA,  and  getting  everyone  on  the  same  page  some¬ 
times  can  be  a  challenging  task. 

This  past  year,  the  committee  has  continued  to  conduct  the  four- 
year  educational  sessions  for  all  divisional  members  and  have  in¬ 
creased  our  focus  on  educating  our  active  members  as  well.  We  con¬ 
ducted  our  first-ever  Division  III  videoconference  on  December  3. 
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;  You  should  each  be  receiving  a  copy  of  that  videoconference  shortly. 

I  know  the  Membership  Committee  will  look  forward  to  your  feed¬ 
-back. 

"  Another  activity  to  better  educate  our  members  is  today’s  session 
being  held  in  conjunction  with  the  Financial  Aid  and  Awards  Com¬ 
mittee.  But  before  I  get  started,  I’d  like  to  introduce  some  members 
of  our  committee,  so  if  you  do  have  any  questions  on  the  ISSG,  you’ll 
feel  more  comfortable  contacting  them. 

First,  we  have  Kitty  Baird,  senior  woman  administrator  from 
Centre  College;  Gordon  Collins,  faculty  athletics  representative  from 
the  College  of  Wooster;  Christopher  Dahl,  president,  State  University 
College  at  Geneseo  in  New  York;  Carol  Fritz,  senior  woman  adminis¬ 
trator,  Western  Maryland  College;  Marcia  Kierscht,  president, 
Stephens  College;  and  Michael  Walsh,  athletics  director,  Washington 
and  Lee  University.  Charlie  Titus,  athletic  director  at  the  University 
of  Massachusetts,  Boston,  was  unable  to  join  us  today. 

Today’s  topic  is  on  the  Institutional  Self-Study  Guide.  Each  of 
you  should  have  a  copy  of  this  guide.  Well  review  the  philosophy  be¬ 
hind  the  ISSG  as  well  as  the  time  line  and  process  by  which  the  ISSG 
should  be  completed.  At  the  end  of  our  presentation,  well  answer 
some  frequently  asked  questions  before  turning  the  session  over  to 
the  Financial  Aid  and  Awards  Committee.  To  begin  with,  I’d  like  to 
ask  President  Marcia  Kierscht  to  discuss  the  philosophy  of  the  ISSG. 

Marcia  Kierscht  (Stephens  College):  Thank  you,  Marilyn.  The 
intent  of  the  Institutional  Self-Study  Guide  is  to  provide  an  internal 
self-study  document  for  Division  III  institutions  that  emphasizes  the 
Division  III  philosophy  statement.  It  presents  a  more  appropriate  al¬ 
ternative  to  external  evaluation  programs.  The  intent  is  to  involve 
senior-level  administrators  both  inside  and  outside  of  athletics  in  a 
study  that  will  enhance  their  knowledge  of  your  athletic  programs. 
It’s  very  important  that  we  bring  together  presidents,  deans  of  stu¬ 
dents — all  those  who  would  have  something  to  do  with  our  student- 
athletes — to  study  our  programs. 

It  also  sensitizes  senior-level  administrators  to  the  strengths  and 
weaknesses  of  their  athletic  programs,  and  it  identifies  specific  areas 
of  our  Division  III  athletic  programs  and  reinforces  appropriate  cur¬ 
rent  practices  or  identifies  areas  that  require  further  attention.  The 
ISSG  is  also  intended  to  address  and  evaluate  diversity  and  gender 
issues.  We  hope,  in  completing  the  ISSG,  that  we  will  accomplish  all 
of  those  goals.  Now,  I’ll  turn  it  over  to  Mike  Walsh,  who  will  discuss 
the  time  lines  for  completing  the  ISSG. 

Mike  Walsh  (Washington  and  Lee  University):  Thanks,  Marcia. 
In  accordance  with  NCAA  Constitution  6.3.1,  the  ISSG  must  be  com¬ 
pleted  at  least  once  every  five  years.  Once  the  ISSG  is  completed, 
only  the  notification-of-completion  form  should  be  submitted  to  the 
NCAA  office.  This  form  must  be  signed  by  the  chief  executive  officer, 
director  of  athletics,  senior  woman  administrator,  faculty  athletics 
representative,  director  of  financial  aid  and  director  of  admissions. 
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The  date  the  ISSG  was  completed  must  be  indicated  on  the  notifica- 
tion-of-completion  form.  Please  remember  that  only  this  form  should 
be  returned  to  the  NCAA  national  office.  The  remainder  of  the  ISSG 
should  be  kept  at  your  institution. 

Once  the  notification-of-completion  form  is  received  at  the  na¬ 
tional  office,  you  will  receive  your  new  ISSG  due  date  based  on  the 
date  indicated  on  the  completion  form.  Approximately  one  year  be¬ 
fore  the  due  date,  a  new  ISSG  will  be  mailed  to  the  chief  executive  of¬ 
ficer.  Institutions  should  keep  in  mind  that  waivers  or  extensions  of 
the  five-year  due  date  are  not  permitted.  It  is  a  violation  if  an  ISSG 
is  not  completed  prior  to  the  institution’s  due  date. 

HI  let  Gordon  Collins  discuss  the  process  by  which  the  ISSG 
should  be  completed. 

Gordon  Collins  (College  of  Wooster):  Thanks,  Mike.  If  each  of 
us  were  on  the  same  page  of  this  ISSG  document,  with  its  27  pages, 
it  would  be  a  miracle.  The  completion  of  the  ISSG  should  include  a 
wide  variety  of  constituents,  including,  of  course,  the  president  or 
CEO,  but  it  is  not  limited  to  such  people.  The  athletic  director,  pri¬ 
mary  woman’s  administrator,  faculty  athletic  representatives,  vari¬ 
ous  coaches,  the  director  of  admissions,  the  director  of  financial  aid 
also  should  complete  the  form.  In  fact,  I  guess  you  would  say  that  in 
the  completion  of  the  ISSG,  everybody  in  this  room  should  be  in¬ 
volved  in  the  completion  of  this  document  at  your  institution. 

The  committee  on  your  campus  may  also  involve  additional  par¬ 
ticipants,  such  as  the  medical  or  the  training  staff  or  the  director  of 
student  services.  Following  this  initial  completion  of  the  ISSG,  and  it 
does  take  some  time,  as  you  can  imagine,  you  will  debate  whether  you 
are  all  on  the  same  page  as  to  whether  you  agree  with  the  various  re¬ 
sponses  to  the  various  items.  The  group  may  want  to  perform  some 
follow-up  checks  related  to  some  areas  of  concern  that  they’ve  identi¬ 
fied.  They  may  also  develop  a  written  action  plan  addressing  specific 
areas  of  concern  that  were  identified  while  completing  this  ISSG. 

The  best  way  to  complete  the  ISSG  is  to  engage  as  many  campus 
constituents  as  deemed  to  be  reasonable.  That  might  even  include 
everybody  from  the  equipment  manager  to  the  college  counselor,  It  is 
not  intended  to  be  a  completed,  whole  document  by  the  athletic  de¬ 
partment.  It’s  clear  from  the  above-mentioned  persons  that  that’s 
true. 

Using  this  process,  the  ISSG  will  accomplish  the  goals  that  Mar¬ 
ilyn  outlined  at  the  start  of  our  presentation.  At  this  point,  I’ll  an¬ 
swer  some  frequently  asked  ISSG  questions.  Those  of  us  on  the 
Membership  Committee  often  get  these  questions  from  prospective 
and  provisional  members  of  the  NCAA  Division  III  membership 
group. 

The  first  frequently  asked  question  is:  What  should  we  do  with 
this  completed  ISSG  and  where  should  it  be  filed?  Should  it  be  filed 
in  the  athletic  director  s  office?  That’s  one  place  where  it  may  be 
filed.  It  might  certainly  show  up  also  in  the  library.  Everybody  who 
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worked  on  the  ISSG  should  have  a  copy  of  it,  and  it  might  well  be 
'  shared  with  prospective  students  and  so  forth.  It’s  not  something  you 
'  file  away  in  a  drawer  for  four  years  and  dust  off  when  it  s  time  to  fill 
:  out  the  next  one.  It  might  well  be  shared  with  prospective  student- 

'  ath'Anotlw  fr^quenTi^asked^SSG  question  is:  Can  we  complete  the 
ISSG  more  than  once  in  a  five-year  period?  That  may  seem  a  little 
silly  as  laborious  as  it  is.  But  there  are  those  who  use  this  document 
to  maintain  some  attention  to  where  they  are  in  their  intercollegia 
athletic  program.  The  answer,  therefore,  is  that  you  may  absolutely 
fo  it  more  than  every  five  years.  That’s  the  minimum  required.  Its 
use  as  an  evaluation  tool  can  be  repeated  at  any  time.  The  ISSG 
often  is  completed  when  a  new  senior-level  administrator  is  hired  at 
the 'institutkm .  In  the  case  of  the  College  of  Wooster,  we  did  his 
when  we  hired  a  new  director  two  years  after  we  had  originally  filled 

thiS Finally,  a  third  question  is:  Where  can  institutions  get  help  in 
completing  the  ISSG?  Another  frequently  asked  question  is.  Could  1 
ask  other friends  and  other  institutions?  Well,  you  might,  but  as  is 
always  the  case,  the  institution  should  contact  the  NCAA  national  of- 

fice  for  help  with  the  ISSG.  r  .  ^^a 

I  hope  these  questions  and  their  answers  are  helpful  to  you  and 
your  institution  as  you  complete  the  ISSG.  Financial  aid  is  one  sec¬ 
tion  the  ISSG  focuses  its  intent  on.  This  leads  us  to  the  second  ha 
of  this  presentation,  a  discussion  by  the  Division  III  Conl™lt,i®| 
Financial  Aid.  But  if  you  have  further  questions  about  this  IS  , 
either  for  me  or  any  member  of  our  Division  III  Membership  Com¬ 
mittee  please  don’t  hesitate  to  ask.  Thank  you.  ,  ,  , 

Jeff  Ankron,  (Wittenberg  University):  Thank  you  all  and  thank 
you  for  listening.  The  first  thing  I  would  like  to  do  introduce  the 
committee.  Then  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  rough-and-ready  idea  of 

what  the  organization  of  our  presentation  will  be  an  t  en  pres^  “ 

you  what  I  think  the  big  issues  are  that  we  re  going  to  be  ta  ng 

ab°  As  far  as  the  committee  structure  goes,  we’re  a  unique  commit¬ 
tee  We  have  a  variation  in  structure.  We  have  an  FAR,  myself;  we 
have  two  presidents;  we  also  have  a  student;  and  we  have  a  couple  of 
people— as  well  as  ADs— who  have  given  us  the  admissions,  financial 
aid  institutional  research,  enrollment  and  panning  P^pect^ 
They  have  been  very  important  to  our  committee,  and  I  think  helped 
us  understand  goals:  Karen  Johnson  from  Alfred  Umversity.  and 
Georgette  De Veres  from  Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd-Scnpps. 
You  can  see  the  rest  of  the  membership  of  the  committee. 

I’m  going  to  spend  15  minutes  or  so  giving  you  our  basic  presen¬ 
tation.  There  will  be  some  time  for  questions  and  hopefully  answers. 

The  format  is  the  usual.  .  .  . 

We  believe  that  this  whole  question  of  financial  aid  is  at  a  cross¬ 
roads.  To  this  point,  we  have  been  very  cautious  in  our  approach. 
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When  the  committee  was  first  put  together,  we  wanted  to  charge 
ahead  and  ask  a  bunch  of  tough  questions  and  survey  and  really  get 
to  the  bottom  of  things  about  what’s  going  on  out  there.  But  we  were 
told  to  cool  our  jets  by  the  Management  Council  and  presidents.  We 
quickly  understood  that  education  has  to  be  the  focus. 

I’ve  gone  through  a  couple  of  years  explaining  some  very  basic 
things  to  you  at  the  Conventions.  What  we’ve  all  understood  is  that 
we  have  a  very  tricky  problem.  Financial  aid  is  a  very  tricky  prob¬ 
lem.  As  I  understand  it,  this  is  the  way  I  think  about  it  as  an 
economist.  I  think  each  school  out  there  has  a  rule  for  awarding  fi¬ 
nancial  aid.  All  of  the  factors  come  into  play  in  that  rule — obviously 
need,  academic  ability,  other  factors  may  come  into  the  equation. 

But  it’s  my  understanding — it’s  my  impression,  at  least — without 
doing  hard-core  research  on  this,  that  each  of  us  are  probably  apply¬ 
ing  the  rule  that  we  have  at  our  institution  appropriately  and  con¬ 
sistently.  But,  of  course,  the  problem  is  that  across  institutions,  there 
is  a  variation  in  these  rules  themselves.  So  it’s  quite  understandable 
when  the  student-athlete  applies  at  two  different  places  and  they  get 
two  different  aid  packages  and  people  begin  to  wonder  what’s  wrong, 
what’s  going  on?  One  answer  is  there’s  nothing  wrong,  it’s  just  an¬ 
other  facet  of  institutional  autonomy. 

I  think  the  big  question  we  want  you  to  think  about  is  whether  or 
not  we  want  to  continue  with  that  situation,  which  basically  means 
that  there  are  400-and-some  institutions  out  there  applying  their 
rule  to  their  prospective  students,  and  therefore  we  should  account 
for  that  and  have  a  self-trust,  self-monitoring  mechanism  within  our 
institution.  The  next  step  would  be  to  open  up  our  practices  and  poli¬ 
cies  and  possibly  go  so  far  as  to  open  up  our  aid  packages  and  get  se¬ 
rious  about  monitoring  each  other.  I’m  going  to  try  to  answer  this. 
Hopefully,  you  will  hear  the  presentation  and  be  stimulated  to  think 
about  that. 

I’m  going  to  at  this  point  turn  it  over  to  Georgette  DeVeres,  who 
will  talk  about  the  new  section  of  the  ISSG  and  remind  you  again 
how  these  admission  requirements  work. 

Georgette  DeVeres  (Claremont  McKenna-Harvey  Mudd- 
Scripps  Colleges):  The  ISSG  is  the  beginning  of  allowing  us  to  open 
more  discussion  and  education  along  the  financial  aid  and  admission 
area  and  integrate  a  lot  of  the  Financial  aid  policies  that  currently 
exist  on  our  campuses  to  make  sure  they  are  in  compliance  with  some 
of  our  Division  III  requirements  in  the  award  of  financial  aid.  The 
purpose  of  the  ISSG  will  help  financial  aid  offices  in  conjunction  with 
the  athletic  departments  to  reinforce  the  fact  that  financial  aid  plays 
an  integral  part  of  the  athletics  program.  It  also  will  allow  us  to  re¬ 
examine  if  our  current  policies  need  to  be  reinforced  and  to  identify 
areas  that  require  further  attention. 

Over  the  last  two  years  I  have  served  on  this  committee,  it  has 
been  eye-opening  for  me  to  see  that  a  lot  of  policies  that  we  have  in 
place  in  our  financial  aid  offices  took  some  reexamining  to  make  sure 
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that  we  are  in  compliance  with  the  other  rules  that  we  are  required 
to  follow,  such  as  the  department  of  education,  our  institutional  poli¬ 
cies,  as  well  as  Division  III  policies  at  the  NCAA. 

The  ISSG  will  allow  us  to  examine  our  policies  and  procedures  on 
our  campuses  and  make  sure  that  our  policies  are  integrated  with  all 
the  rules  and  regulations  that  we  must  adhere  to  within  the  financial 
aid  arena.  It  will  also  allow  us  to  apply  consistency  to  our  awarding 
process  as  we  award  students  Financial  aid,  taking  into  account  the 
regulations  we  must  adhere  to.  It  also  allows  us  to  review  our  publi¬ 
cations  that  we  currently  disseminate  to  our  publics,  our  students 
and  to  our  families  to  make  sure  that  we  are,  in  fact,  adhering  to 
what  we  say  we  do  in  terms  of  the  types  of  awards  that  we  offer  our 
students. 

Even  though  the  ISSG  is  submitted  every  Five  years  to  the  NCAA, 

I  think  the  document  encourages  you  to  look  annually  at  your  policies 
within  your  institution,  because  as  you  know,  there  are  numerous 
changes  that  take  place  in  the  Financial  aid  world,  particularly  that 
come  from  the  Department  of  Education.  As  these  changes  occur,  it 
takes  a  lot  of  tweaking  and  reexamining  to  make  sure  that  your  in¬ 
stitutional  policies  are  in  compliance  with  all  the  areas  we  have  to 
adhere  to. 

We  have  completed  a  long  process  of  submission  requirements 
and  reviewing  awards.  Walter  is  going  to  be  giving  you  an  update  on 
that  shortly.  But  I  think  the  ISSG  will  help  prompt  a  review  of  that 
process.  Even  though  you  still  need  to  submit  new  award  informa¬ 
tion  to  our  committee  to  make  sure  that  you  are  in  compliance  with 
Division  III  guidelines,  the  ISSG  will  help  you  to  think  about  the  re¬ 
quirements  that  go  along  with  awards  of  circumstances  and  nonath- 
letic  achievement  awards.  I  think  we  have  achieved  a  lot  of  educa¬ 
tion  in  the  last  couple  of  years  in  helping  institutions  understand 
what  the  requirements  were  for  institutions  to  be  able  to  award  those 
moneys  to  students  on  their  campus. 

Walter  now  will  give  you  an  update  about  the  future  perspectives 
of  Division  III  financial  aid.  Thank  you. 

FINANCIAL  AID  DISCUSSION 

Walter  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  We  seem  to  have  been 
at  this  process  forever.  We  ask  you  to  send  information  in.  You  send 
in  information.  Then  we  get  back  to  you  and  say  that’s  not  what  we 
wanted,  we  want  more.  You  send  us  more. 

It  kind  of  reminds  me  of  a  story  my  10-year-old  daughter  told  me 
about  a  duck  that  went  into  a  store  and  asked  the  gentleman,  “Par¬ 
don  me,  sir,  do  you  sell  duck  food?”  The  gentleman  said,  “No,  we  don’t 
sell  duck  food.”  The  duck  left.  He  came  back  the  next  day,  “Pardon 
me,  sir,  do  you  sell  duck  food?”  The  gentleman  looked  at  the  duck  and 
said,  “No,  we  don’t  sell  duck  food.”  The  duck  left  and  came  back  the 
next  day,  “Pardon  me,  sir,  do  you  sell  duck  food?”  The  gentleman  said, 
“I  told  you  we  didn’t  sell  duck  food.  And  if  you  come  in  here  and  ask 


Division  III  Business  Session 


279 


me  that  question  again.  I’m  going  to  nail  your  beek  to  the  floor.”  The 
duck  left,  came  back  the  next  day,  he  said,  "Pardon  me,  sir,  do  you  sell 
nails?”  The  gentleman  said,  "No.”  He  said,  "Well,  do  you  sell  duck 
food?”  (Laughter) 

So  this  process  kind  of  reminds  me  of  that.  It  just  seems  to  never 
end.  Let  me  give  you  an  idea  of  where  we  are  now.  There  are  423  ac¬ 
tive  and  provisional  members  of  the  Association  that  we’re  evaluat¬ 
ing.  Three-hundred-eighteen  have  been  through  the  initial  process 
and  have  completed  what  weVe  asked  for.  But  the  process  is  ongo¬ 
ing.  Even  though  everything  you  might  have  sent  in  at  this  point  has 
been  approved,  if  you  in  fact  have  a  new  scholarship  established  on 
your  campus,  a  new  process  that  might  be  put  in  place,  you  need  to 
submit  that  for  Division  III  also.  Eighty-five  institutions  have  indi¬ 
cated  that  they  do  not  offer  awards  of  circumstance  or  nonathletic 
achievement  awards.  One-hundred-five  institutions  have  either  not 
been  reviewed  at  this  point  or  have  been  reviewed  and  have  been 
asked  to  submit  additional  information. 

So  we  still  have  some  in  the  pipeline.  I  talked  to  some  of  you  who 
said  you  haven’t  heard  back  from  us.  Part  of  it  might  be  that  we 
got  your  initial  information  and  did  the  initial  review,  and  you’re  in 
the  process  of  having  a  response  that  says  we  need  something  else. 
Or,  you  just  haven’t  responded  to  our  initial  request.  There  could  be 
a  combination  of  things. 

What  have  we  found  in  the  process?  It’s  been  really  interesting 
because  there  are  differing  methodologies  and  philosophies  in  grant¬ 
ing  and  distributing  financial  aid.  That’s  one  of  the  things  that  we 
have  really  had  difficulty  with  in  trying  to  determine  how  institu¬ 
tions  go  about  setting  up  their  financial  aid  processes.  Ellen  will 
cover  that  in  detail  a  little  later. 

We  found  some  broad  language  that’s  being  used.  We  found  lan¬ 
guage  that  is  very  clear  in  some  cases.  Institutions  are  very  specific  and 
it’s  really  easy  to  determine  whether  or  not  student-athletes  are  gain¬ 
ing  an  advantage  through  the  financial  aid  process.  There  are  others 
that  you  really  can’t  tell  because  of  how  the  scholarships  are  awarded. 
There  are  even  those  where  it’s  so  direct  and  so  blatant,  you  have  to 
stop  and  scratch  your  head  and  wonder  what  did  they  miss  here. 

We  found  things  about  giving  to  a  student  who  has  participated 
in  cocurricular  or  extracurricular  activities.  That’s  kind  of  broad. 
What  does  that  really  mean?  So  we  try  to  put  a  finger  on  what  ex¬ 
actly  are  they  trying  to  accomplish.  We  came  across  giving  to  a  stu¬ 
dent  who  shows  leadership  in  an  extracurricular  or  cocurricular  ac¬ 
tivity  out  of  high  school.  Again,  that’s  very  broad  and  somewhat 
vague  and  needs  a  little  more  interpretation.  WeVe  also  found  some¬ 
thing  more  direct  like  giving  to  a  student  who  participates  in 
wrestling  from  a  particular  region.  I  don’t  know,  that  sounds  like  an 
athletic  scholarship  to  me. 

But,  you  know,  one  of  the  things  that  I  feel  like  I’ve  been  taught 
over  the  years  by  people  who  have  helped  guide  me  is  that  you  always 
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want  to  assume  good  faith.  You  always  want  to  assume  that  people 
.  are  trying  to  do  it  the  right  way.  They  give  you  reasons  where  we 
wonder  whether  or  not  you  can  stick  to  that  creed,  don  t  they?  But 
we’ve  really  tried  to  be  fair  and  we’ve  really  tried  to  be  diligent  about 
getting  back  to  everyone.  I  know  there  are  still  some  institutions  that 
are  waiting  to  figure  out  what’s  going  on.  Over  this  next  year,  we  re 
hoping  that  we  can  complete  the  process. 

.  Ellen  Shilkret  (Vassar  College):  I’m  the  associate  director  of  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  at  Vassar  College.  I’ll  try  to  keep  this  as  quick  as  possi¬ 
ble  because  I  know  we  all  want  to  get  to  lunch. 

I  have  been  asked  to  give  a  brief  history  of  these  analyses— where 
we  were,  where  we  are  now  and  where  we  think  we  might  be  heading 
in  the  future.  Once  upon  a  time,  many  years  ago,  life  in  the  financial 
aid  office  was  very  simple.  There  was  a  uniform  methodology  used  to 
’  determine  need  and  most  financial  aid  packages  were  basically  the 
same.  Need  was  met  with  first  federal  loans,  then  a  campus  job,  then 
finally  grant  aid. 

Seven  or  eight  years  ago,  the  federal  government,  in  trying  to 
open  up  financial  aid  and  making  it  more  accessible  to  all  middle-in¬ 
come  families,  decided  to  change  that  methodology  and  arrived  at  its 
own  formula  called  federal  methodology,  which  we  know  as  “FM”. 
What  this  did  was  take  the  formula  and  throw  home  equity  out  of  the 
picture,  because  they  felt  that  was  something  that  might  impact  the 
formula.  They  also  decided  to  go  into  a  number-crunching  system, 
whereby  they  take  taxes,  take  your  adjusted  gross  income,  throw 
them  into  a  formula  and  come  up  with  a  need. 

When  that  happened,  many  colleges  with  limited  institutional 
grant  aid  did  not  feel  that  this  formula  was  a  fair  assessment.  So 
they  came  up  with  their  own  institutional  methodology,  which  we 
know  as  “IM”  in  our  field.  Institutional  methodology  put  home  equity 
back  into  the  picture,  and  instead  of  becoming  a  number-crunching 
formula,  it  boosted  the  income,  assets  and  relative  state  of  finances 
as  they  compare  to  all  other  students  who  apply  for  aid. 

Further  complicating  this  picture,  just  this  year,  the  College 
Scholarship  Service  came  up  with  their  own  different  kind  of  method¬ 
ology.  There  are  a  lot  of  colleges  out  there  that  are  under  this  College 
Scholarship  Service.  What  the  College  Scholarship  Service  did  was 
try  to  provide  a  compromise  between  FM  and  IM. 

So  where  does  this  lead  us?  This  leads  us  to  different  method¬ 
ologies  resulting  in  different  amounts  of  need.  In  other  words,  we  do 
not  have  a  level  playing  field  among  colleges,  as  Jeff  had  mentioned 
before.  Family  contributions  and  need,  rather  than  being  consistent 
as  they  were  for  many  years,  now  show  a  wide  range  due  to  the  dif¬ 
ferent  formulas  that  are  being  used  by  institutions.  The  wider  range 
can  be  as  low  as  several  hundred  dollars  to  as  much  as  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars,  as  evidenced  by  the  many  phone  calls  that  I  get  after 
our  award  packages  are  mailed  out  to  our  students.  Parents  call  and 
want  to  negotiate  or  appeal  the  award  because  one  school  gave  their 
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child  a  better  award  package  than  somebody  else. 

Our  awards  are  also  changing  to  attract  students.  We  are  all  . 
aware  that  many  institutions  want  the  same  student.  In  order  to  at¬ 
tract  that  student,  schools  are  changing  the  components  of  the  finan¬ 
cial  aid  award,  which  is  fine  it  it's  within  federal  regulations.  Other 
schools  do  these  in  maintenance  systems  to  be  able  to  provide  the 
kind  of  class  that  the  presidents  and  the  trustees  of  the  college  desire. 
There  appears  to  be  a  very  strong  belief  out  there  among  financial  aid 
directors,  college  admission  administrators  and  athletic  coaches  that 
more  attractive  packages  are  being  required  to  attract  athletes. 

As  the  following  example  shows,  I  just  wanted  to  show  you  what 
happens  when  schools  use  different  methodologies.  In  Example  A,  we 
have  a  school  where  the  cost  of  education  is  $15,000.  The  family’s 
contribution  has  been  determined  to  be  $5,000,  thus  leaving  a  need  of 
$10,000,  This  particular  school  has  decided  to  award  that  student  a 
$2,625  federal  subsidized  loan,  which  is  the  maximum  that  a  fresh¬ 
man  can  have,  a  $1,300  federal  work-study  job,  and  the  remainder  of 
$6,075  in  an  institutional  grant.  All  of  this  adds  up  to  $10,000. 

We  have  another  institution,  and  let’s  say  that  that  college’s 
sticker  price  is  exactly  the  same,  $15,000.  Let’s  say  that  the  family’s 
contribution  that  they  arrived  at  was  also  $5,000,  leaving  a  $10,000 
need.  But  this  particular  college  wanted  to  attract  the  student.  So 
they  offered  that  need  of  $10,000  totally  up  front  with  grant  aid. 
They  still  provided  a  $2,625  federal  loan,  which  now  is  unsubsidized, 
and  $1,000  in  institutional  employment.  Those  bottom  two  compo¬ 
nents,  the  unsubsidized  loan  and  the  institutional  employment,  are 
fine  within  federal  regulations  and  are  allowed. 

So  what  we  have  is,  under  Example  A,  a  student  who  got  a  grant 
of  $6,025  total  aid  of  $10,000;  and  under  Example  B,  a  student  who 
got  a  $10,000  grant  with  almost  $13,000  in  aid.  What  this  leads  to  is 
topics  for  discussion.  Are  we  working  with  a  level  playing  field 
among  Division  III  schools  with  regard  to  financial  aid  packages? 

In  closing,  I  just  wanted  to  mention  that  the  Financial  Aid  Com' 
mittee  has  developed  a  survey  that  we  will  be  able  to  send  post-Con- 
vention  so  we  can  get  some  feedback  as  to  which  direction  we  should 
go.  I  also  want  to  mention  that  because  we  feel  that  this  topic  is  so 
very  important  and  because  we  feel  that  we  need  to  keep  the  lines  of 
communication  open  between  financial  aid  and  the  NCAA.  When  the 
National  Association  of  Financial  Aid  Administrators  holds  their  na¬ 
tional  conference  in  Washington,  D.C.,  July  8  through  July  12  this 
summer,  we  have  been  approved  to  have  an  intercession  to  discuss 
these  items. 

Now  we’re  going  to  go  back  to  our  closing,  which  is  to  deal  with 
the  discussion  items  at  bay.  First  item  for  discussion:  Are  we  work¬ 
ing  with  a  level  playing  field  among  all  Division  III  schools  in  regard 
to  financial  aid  packages?  Two,  should  legislation  be  proposed  that 
would  standardize  the  manner  in  which  we  separate  it  to  provide  a 
level  playing  field?  Next,  NCAA  Bylaw  15.3.2.4  requires  financial  aid 
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•  awards  to  include  a  statement  of  the  amount,  duration  conditions 
c  and  terms  of  the  award.  Should  legislation  be  proposed  that  would 
require Tnstitutions  to  disclose  their  needs  analysis  polices  in  writ- 
’  S  and/or  should  institutions  be  asked  to  subm.t  the.r  needs  analy- 
'•s  poMcies  to  an  impartial  body  and  who  would  then  be  able  to  ex- 
'  plain  how  the  institution  should  determine  the  financia  ai  awar 
I’ll  turn  it  back  over  to  you,  Jeff. 

Jeff  Ankrom  (Wittenberg  University):  So  we  have  some  time  for 
questions  and  answers.  We  have  a  few  of  our  other  committee  mem- 

berSA^leighUDodson  (Northwest  Conference  of  Independent  Col¬ 
leges).  It  isn’t  a  question;  it’s  a  comment.  As  a  commissioner,  I  m  sit 
ting  with  one  of  my  ADs  and  he  asked  me,  “Who  gets  that  form  we  fill 
out7”  There’s  always  a  puzzle  as  to  where  it  goes  on  a  campus, 
commissioners  be  Lit  just  the  cover  letter  as  to  where  it  s  gone,  so 
that  we  can  let  our  ADs  know  where  it  is  J find  it  and  gel t  it  dc  • 

Mr.  Ankrom:  You’re  not  talking  about  the  ISSG  torm,  you  re 
talkine  about  the  nonathletic  achievement? 

Mr.  Dodson:  The  whole  series.  She  mentioned  a  ^U1Z  s,°™  j' 
thing  going  out  where  you  could  ask  questions  about  financial  aid 
Whatever  goes  out,  if  we  know  where  it  is,  we  can  help.  If  we  don  t 

kn°Mr  Xkrom^  W^hope  we  can  clarify  the  process  by  adding  a 
ne w^ection  to° the  ISSG.  The  old  ISSG  did  not  include  the  financial 
aid-related  questions.  That’s  one  step  that  our  committee  is  hoping 
to  do  We  hope  it  improves  the  situation. 

James  Appleton  (University  of  Redlands):  It  seems  to  me  that 
a  very  key  feature  of  our  work  is  to  ensure  internal  consistency 
within  the  given  institution.  Beyond  that,  I  m  not  sure  how  ar  we 
able  to  go  But  whatever  the  particular  plan  of  a  given  institution  is, 
whether°it’sa  matrix  system  or  whether  the  .nstHutmna 1  8«nt» 
placed  in  the  package  first  or  last,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  key  feature 
fs  the  institutions  documenting  that  there  is  no  incorrect  packagmg 
when  comparing  an  athlete  on  our  rosters  and  a  nonathlete 

r°StIt’s  not  like  Division  1  where  you  have  a  roster  at  the  beginning 
of  the  year  that’s  constant,  so  that  would  have  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count  But  the  key  feature,  it  seems  to  me,  and  the  philosophy  of  Di- 
vision  III,  is  that  there  is  no  differential  between  the  athlete  and 
nonathlete  no  matter  what  the  award  packaging  is  between  a  give 
institution  So  that  in  either  one  of  those  examples, if  the^®  were  15 
students  who  were  selected  from  A  and  B  institutions  and  there  were 
10  athletes  and  five  nonathletes  and  there  were  differences  in  the 
way  the  nonathlete  and  the  athlete  was  funded,  then  we  ave 
serious  problem.  But  if  within  that  institution,  there  s  a  comparabil¬ 
ity  in  how  those  athletes  and  nonathletes  are  funded  then  i  seems 
to  me  we  at  least  have  a  solid  starting  point  in  our  athletic  Division 

III  philosophy. 
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At  the  University  of  Redlands,  we  have  a  matrix  system.  I  can't  it 
imagine  how  we  could  come  in  and  look  at  10  athletes  and  10  nonath-  v 
letes  unless  I  were  to  give  you  a  particular  box  in  that  matrix,  which 
I  would  be  willing  to  give  to  you  at  any  given  time.  If  you  would  take , 
a  look  at  every  student  who  did  that  matrix,  differentiating  between 
athlete  and  nonathlete,  and  if  there  were  differences  within  that  box 
of  the  matrix,  I’m  in  violation  of  the  Division  III  philosophy.  If  there 
is  no  difference  within  that,  then  at  the  core  of  the  matter,  I  am  not 
in  violation  at  all.  I  think  we  have  to  start  there. 

Walter  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  One  of  the  discussions 
we  had  at  our  committee  meeting  yesterday  morning  brought  up  a  ’ 
couple  of  things.  One  was  talking  about  whether  or  not  we  needed  to 
revisit  the  legislation  and  just  eliminate  all  the  verbiage  and  get  to 
the  core  issue — there  should  not  be  any  difference  between  what  kind 
of  financial  aid  is  given  to  a  student-athlete  versus  a  nonstudent-ath- 
lete,  and  to  let  that  try  to  hold  us  true  as  an  Association  because  we 
are  very  different  in  terms  of  what  our  needs  are,  etc. 

The  other  was  the  idea  of  doing  some  form  of  disclosure,  which  I 
think  has  some  merit,  depending  on  what  direction  the  Association 
might  want  to  go.  The  question  is  how  would  we  go  about  dealing 
with  that  disclosure?  One  thought  was  to  simulate  in  some  way  the 
drug-testing  system  that  exists  at  a  championship  level.  You  would 
take  a  number  of  athletes  in  terms  of  their  packages  and  nonathletes 
from  institutions  who  qualify  for  the  Final  Four  or  final  eight  or 
whatever  it  was  and  compare.  If  the  comparison  came  out  that  there 
really  wasn't  any  difference,  that  might  be  a  way  of  determining 
whether  or  not  as  institutions  we're  abiding  within  the  spirit,  if  not 
the  letter,  of  the  legislation.  It  was  a  couple  of  things  that  we  thought 
through  briefly  yesterday  at  our  meeting. 

Jeff  Ankrom  (Wittenberg  University):  Are  there  any  other  com¬ 
ments?  Seeing  none,  I’ll  turn  it  back  to  President  Die.  (Applause) 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Die:  Thanks  to  the  panelists  and  members  of  both  commit¬ 
tees  for  your  presentations.  Thanks  also  to  the  delegates  for  your 
input.  I  urge  all  of  you  to  monitor  closely  this  topic  during  the  com¬ 
ing  year  since  it  may  well  be  a  legislative  topic  at  next  year's  Con¬ 
vention. 

Lunch  will  be  served  until  1  o'clock.  After  lunch,  we  will  return 
to  this  room  and  reconvene  at  1:30  sharp.  Our  first  order  of  business 
this  afternoon  will  be  to  open  the  window  of  reconsideration  regard¬ 
ing  this  morning’s  proposals.  John  Biddiscombe  will  handle  that. 
Then  we  will  begin  our  afternoon  discussion  sessions  regarding  gen¬ 
der  and  ethnic  diversity,  deregulation  and  amateurism.  Our  after¬ 
noon  is  full.  Thank  you,  and  enjoy  your  lunch.  We  are  adjourned. 

[The  business  session  was  adjourned  for  lunch  at  12:09  p.m.,  re¬ 
convening  at  1:31  p.m.] 
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Monday  Afternoon,  January  10,  2000 

ft:’  OPENING  REMARKS 

John  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan  University,  Connecticut):  As  in- 
dicated  before  we  broke  for  lunch,  the  first  order  of  business  this  af- 
ternoon  is  to  provide  the  opportunity  for  the  window  of  reconsiders - 
*4'  tion  to  be  opened.  I’d  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  this  process  in  the 
event  there  is  someone  interested  in  moving  that.  As  we  indicated 
f  before  lunch,  a  motion  needs  to  be  made  by  someone  from  the  pre- 
.vailing  side.  It  can  be  seconded  by  anyone.  The  following  debate  on 
V  the  reconsideration  should  cover  the  motion  and  the  merits  of  the 
%  question  to  be  reconsidered.  It  cannot  be  amended,  and  the  vote  will 
&  .be  determined  by  a  roll-call  vote  and  it  requires  a  majority. 

*  *  *  If  the  motion  to  reconsider  is  defeated,  it  may  not  be  reconsidered 

£  *■  at  another  time.  If  it  passes,  then  we  go  back  to  the  original  question 
as  though  the  prior  vote  was  never  taken.  Debate  and  a  roll-call  vote 
will  be  required  and  a  majority  vote  will  be  required  as  it  was  done 
v  previously.  If  the  original  question  is  defeated,  it  cannot  be  reconsid¬ 
ered  again  at  this  Convention.  That  question  did  come  up. 

Are  there  any  questions?  If  not,  the  window  of  reconsideration  is 
now  open. 

Gloria  Scott  (Bennett  College):  I  have  a  procedural  question  so 
;  we’re  all  clear.  Are  the  machines  that  were  not  working  now  in  a 
,  '*  position  to  be  working,  should  we  move  for  the  next  vote?  Are  they  in 
the  right  places  to  be  counted? 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  It  is  my  understanding  that  many  of  the  del- 
L  '  egates  who  felt  their  vote,  or  maybe  we  have  found  that  their  vote 
i  _  was  not  recorded,  have  been  provided  a  new  voting  machine  and 
F'  hopefully  that  will  solve  that  problem. 

f  WINDOW  OF  RECONSIDERATION 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons — 

Competition  in  Nontraditional  Segment 

Bob  Mullen  (University  of  Massachusetts,  Dartmouth):  I  voted 
on  the  prevailing  side  of  55  as  amended.  I’d  like  it  to  be  brought  up 
for  reconsideration.  (Applause) 

[The  motion  was  seconded,  1 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  The  chair  will  now  make  a  suggestion  in 
order  to  be  certain  that  this  vote  will  be  recorded  correctly.  Before  we 
vote  on  the  reconsideration,  we  would  like  to  do  a  test  vote  to  be  cer¬ 
tain  that  those  machines  that  have  been  distributed  since  the  morn¬ 
ing  session  and  those  individuals  whose  vote  may  not  have  been 
recorded  can  have  an  opportunity  to  have  their  machine  verified.  So 
please  take  out  your  voting  machines.  This  will  be  a  test  vote.  We're 
going  to  ask  all  individuals  to  press  No.  1;  is  that  correct?  That's  the 
procedure.  All  those  in  the  area  that  we've  had  a  difficult  time,  move 
to  a  location  that  is  in  closer  proximity  to  the  voting  table  so  that  we 
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can  be  certain  that  we  receive  all  the  electronic  votes.  The  polls  are 
open.  Please  pass  your  test  vote.  Please  press  No.  1.  Well  continue 
to  keep  the  polls  open,  so  please  be  patient  with  us.  I  don't  want  to 
recognize  any  delegates  as  speakers  at  this  time  because  I  don’t  want, 
those  up  at  the  table  to  miss  out.  We  are  closing  the  polls. 

Obviously,  there’s  confusion  and  we’re  not  certain  that  we  can< 
rectify  the  technical  problems  in  time  to  proceed,  so  the  chair  will, 
suggest  the  following.  We  will  take  the  vote  of  reconsideration  by' 
paddle  vote.  If  we  deem  that  it  passes,  and  need  to  vote  on  the  pro¬ 
posal  again,  we  will  do  a  ballot  vote  of  each  institution  so  that  we  can 
have  an  accurate  count  and  a  record  of  those  who  voted  either  for, 
against  or  abstained  on  the  proposal. 

Dick  Kaiser  (Defiance  College):  I  appreciate  your  efforts  be¬ 
cause  it’s  obvious  the  machine  is  still  having  problems,  but  there 
might  be  an  easier  way  Have  the  lady  who  is  at  the  computer  do  a 
printout  of  all  the  votes  that  were  cast.  For  those  institutions  that  do 
not  register  a  vote,  which  can’t  be  too  many  but  it  might  be,  have 
those  institutions  either  revote  or  come  up  and  make  another  hand- 
in  vote  with  her  as  many  of  us  had  to  do  previously. 

Mr*  Biddiscombe:  Thank  you  for  that  suggestion. 

Will  the  members  of  the  Presidents  Council  who  are  in  atten¬ 
dance  please  come  forward  to  the  speakers’  platform? 

I’d  like  to  respond  to  the  delegate’s  suggestion  about  how  to  solve 
this  problem.  The  chair  would  like  to  rule  that  there  seems  to  be  such 
discrepancy  between  the  number  of  votes  that  are  being  cast  in  the 
test  vote  and  the  results  at  the  voting  center  that  we’re  going  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  a  paddle  vote  followed  by  written  ballot.  That  way,  we  can 
be  certain  that  in  fact  we  have  registered  all  delegates’  votes  on  this 
issue.  The  Presidents  Council  is  convening  right  now  to  discuss  the 
procedural  issue.  They  have  authority  to  change  what  has  been  the 
published  method  for  voting  on  roll-call  votes,  so  we  cannot  proceed 
with  my  recommendation  until  we  have  their  approval. 

The  Presidents  Council  has  given  the  chair  the  authority  to  con¬ 
duct  a  paddle  vote  for  the  reconsideration.  All  those  in  favor  of  re¬ 
consideration,  please  raise  your  paddle.  All  those  who  would  vote 
against  reconsideration,  please  raise  your  paddle.  All  those  who 
would  abstain,  please  raise  your  paddle. 

The  staff  indicates  that  the  reconsideration  motion  has  passed. 
So  we  will  now  open  the  motion  to  discuss  the  merits  of  Proposal  55- 
1,  as  amended.  Would  the  delegates  who  would  like  to  speak  please 
come  to  the  microphone? 

John  Galgano  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  Good  af¬ 
ternoon,  everyone.  For  this  meeting,  our  committee  chose  only  seven 
proposals  on  which  to  speak,  feeling  most  adamant  about  the  defeat 
of  Proposal  No.  55.  The  earlier  vote  regarding  nontraditional  seasons 
was  disheartening,  not  because  our  position  was  unsuccessful,  but  be¬ 
cause  we  did  not  feel  we  were  given  a  chance  to  fully  express  our 
views.  Lynda  Calkins,  vice-chair  of  the  Division  III  Management 
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Council,  said  this  morning  that  committees  and  the  membership  are 
relying  more  and  more  on  input  and  advice  from  the  Division  III  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee.  Well,  this  is  what  we  have  to  say. 

Division  III  student-athletes  are  as  passionate  about  our  schools 
as  we  are  about  our  sports.  This  is  why  we  are  Division  III  athletes. 
We  are  given  four  short  years  to  compete  on  the  intercollegiate  level 
and  get  the  most  out  of  our  experience.  I  can  say  before  you  now  with 
an  honest  heart  I  know  more  about  life  and  what  it  means  to  be  a 
good  person  on  the  field.  This  is  why  Division  III  athletics  are  so  spe¬ 
cial.  We  are  taught  how  to  play  the  game  of  life  on  the  field.  Our  mo¬ 
ments  on  the  field  to  play  are  few,  and  most  of  us  will  never  have  this 
competitive  experience  again.  Take  away  even  one  of  the  competitive 
opportunities  that  we  have,  and  it  would  be  a  failure  to  see  the  pas¬ 
sion  of  the  Division  III  athlete.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Linda  Moulton  (Clark  University):  I  would  like  to  remind  the 
delegates  of  our  philosophical  and  historical  roots  and  the  fact  that 
the  nontraditional  season  was  not  created  but  evolved  primarily  as  a 
result  of  the  influence  of  Division  I.  I  don’t  believe  that  many  of  us 
sitting  in  this  room  ever  imagined  that  we  would  be  talking  about  the 
kinds  of  things  we  have  been  talking  about  today.  Over  time,  we  have 
managed  to  significantly  diminish  the  number  of  multisport  athletes 
and  those  student-athletes  who  simply  want  to  be  a  part  of  campus 
life.  We  have  also  all  but  managed  to  dictate  that  our  coaches  spe¬ 
cialize. 

It  is  difficult  for  those  of  us  who  are  advocates  of  the  student 
voice,  who  do  care  and  who  do  listen,  to  stand  in  opposition  of  the  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee’s  position.  However,  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  areas  and  issues  that  clearly  those  of  us  with  ultimate  responsi¬ 
bility  for  our  program  must  do  what  we  believe  is  the  best  for  our 
athletes,  our  coaches  and  our  staffs.  In  this  instance,  it  should  tran¬ 
scend  supporting  coaches  and  athletes  who  have  successful  programs 
and  who  request  that  we  must  have  a  nontraditional  season  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  successful.  That  is  not  always  true. 

In  this  instance,  there  are  many  of  us  who  believe  it  is  not  better. 
It  further  closes  the  gap  with  varied  differences  that  we  have  always 
prided  ourselves  with  Division  III  membership  versus  our  colleagues 
in  Division  I.  I  am  for  those  of  us  who  are  in  favor  of  taking  the  dis¬ 
cretions  a  step  further  to  see  this  as  at  least  a  step  toward  other  dif¬ 
ferent  and  perhaps  better  changes  in  the  system  and  not  vote  down 
this  proposal. 

I  urge  your  support  for  Proposal  55.  (Applause) 

Jim  Appleton  (University  of  Redlands):  I  wish  to  reiterate  sup¬ 
port  for  this  legislation  and  encourage  your  approval.  I  agree  with 
everything  Linda  has  just  said,  so  I’m  going  to  limit  my  thoughts  to 
two.  First,  some,  including  the  student-athletes,  unfortunately  mis¬ 
read  the  definition  of  participation.  In  Division  III,  participation  is 
defined  as  providing  opportunity  for  the  largest  number  of  our  stu¬ 
dents  to  participate  in  the  widest  variety  of  individual  and  sports 
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competition  at  our  universities.  It  is  not  defined  as  year-long  compe% 
tition.  I  think  this  point  is  very  important  for  us  to  consider.  To  think  *»- 
otherwise  is  to  think  more  like  Division  I  and  not  as  Division  III.  *  , 

Maybe  more  importantly  though,  is  to  add  this  point.  For  those' r 
of  us  here,  and  I  think  everyone  in  the  room  would  just  about  qualify, 
who  worked  very  hard  to  pay  attention  to  student  opinion,  to  value 
student  opinion,  want  to  use  student  opinion  in  our  decision-making. 

I  believe  the  support  that’s  illustrated  in  this  occasion  is  not  a  vote 
against  student-athletes  or  their  opinion,  it  simply  means  that  we 
must  pay  attention  not  only  to  student  opinion,  but  to  presidents  and 
faculty  athletic  representatives  and  others  at  universities  as  we  look 
at  what’s  best  for  the  entire  institution  and  the  students  who  are  our 
responsibility. 

To  support  this  legislation  is  not  a  vote  against  student-athletes. 
To  the  contrary  The  Presidents  Council  and  the  Management  Coun¬ 
cil,  and  I  for  one  at  least,  listen  carefully  to  student-athletes.  In  this  . 
regard,  the  legislation  does  not  take  away  the  opportunity  for  stu¬ 
dents  to  participate  in  athletics  at  our  institutions,  just  out-of-season 
competition. 

This  legislation  is  a  reasonable  position  that  reestablishes  a  way 
to  resolve  some  very  difficult  issues.  One  is  our  interest  in  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  and  the  student-athlete’s  opportunity;  but  on  the  other 
hand,  the  stress  of  space,  facilities,  resources,  coaches,  academic  plan¬ 
ning  and  the  few  student-athletes  who  wish  the  opportunity  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  more  than  one  sport.  This  is  not  a  vote  against  student- 
athletes;  it  is  to  take  into  account  the  complexity  of  this  issue  and 
develop  a  resolution,  even  a  compromise,  that  allows  for  us  to  main¬ 
tain  the  philosophy  in  Division  III.  We  do  not  want  to  be  want-to-be’s 
Division  I. 

Stanley  Caine  (Adrian  College):  As  a  member  of  the  Presidents 
Council,  let  me  speak  quite  specifically  to  the  golf  and  tennis  issue 
from  two  points  of  view.  The  impression  should  not  be  left  that  the 
Presidents  Council  had  a  series  of  concrete  proposals  related  to  golf 
and  tennis  that  we  considered  and  in  some  way  rejected.  I  know  from 
my  point  of  view  that  I  received  a  number  of  letters  from  student-ath¬ 
letes  and  from  coaches  concerning  golf  and  tennis.  Most  all  of  them 
concerned  tennis.  Most  all  of  them  concerned  the  Rolex  tournament. 
They  had  great  concern  about  that  specific  tournament. 

We  did  not  have  before  us  in  our  discussions  a  day  or  so  ago,  how¬ 
ever,  concrete  proposals  to  consider  that  would  have  dealt  with  the 
complexities  of  their  concerns.  So  we  did  not  in  that  regard  deal  with 
the  issues  of  golf  and  tennis.  We,  in  fact,  understand  that  we  need  to 
entertain  a  more  deliberative  process  to  consider  golf  and  tennis,  and 
we  have  charged  the  Management  Council  with  the  responsibility  of 
meeting  with  representatives  of  the  golf  and  tennis  community  to  ex¬ 
amine  what  reasonable  alternatives  there  might  be  and  to  bring 
some  of  that  information  to  us. 

The  second  comment:  Why  is  golf  and  tennis  different  than  some 
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of  the  other  sports  we’ve  been  talking  about?  The  greatest  difference 
I  see  is  that  tennis  and  golf  are  sports  that  you  can  participate  in 
an  individual  or  in  a  team  format.  Much  of  the  protest  that  I  ve  heard 
concerned  the  issue  of  individuals  participating  as  >nd^,duals  and 
not  as  a  team  in  team  competition.  Thats  something  tha  w 
le  some  consideration  to,  but  that’s  the  reason  why  we  think  golf 
and  tennis  is  a  more  complicated  issue  and  one  that  deserves  some 
deliberation  We  recognize  that  the  golf  and  tennis  commum  y 
not  sense  early  enough  that  this  proposal  included  them.  We  want  to 
give  them  some  opportunity  to  look  seriously  at  what  might  be  some 
differences  here  and  try  to  consider  how  it  fits.  nrnnosal 

With  that  in  mind,  I  continue  to  speak  in  favor  of  the  proposal 
urging  the  fact  that  it  speaks  to  the  distinctive  philosophy  of  Division 
It  attempts  to  speak  to  the  proper  balance  between  academics 
and  athletics.  It  attempts  to  ensure  a  level  playing  field  for  all  of  our 
members  At  the  core— 1  think  President  Appleton  said  it  well— it  at¬ 
tempts  to  support  the  best  interest  of  the  students  at  our  institutions 
who^ wish  to  participate  in  athletics  as  part  of  their  educational  ex- 
oerience  Please  continue  to  support  the  proposal. 

P  Jennifer  McGrath  (Colby-Sawyer  College):  I  sincerely  appreci¬ 
ate  the  student-athlete  perspective  and  the  wishes  of  coaches  and  ad¬ 
ministrators.  But  I  think  we  also  have  to  look  at  reality  and  what  is 
the  rmht  thing  to  do  for  our  institutions  and  for  our  student-athletes. 

•I  am  for  the  student-athlete.  In  reality,  aside  from  the  academic  is¬ 
sues  and  aside  from  all  the  financial  issues  that  have  already  been 
raised,  one  issue  that  really  has  not  been  raised  today  i s >that  we ,  as 
administrators  haven’t  fully  assessed  the  demands  of  the  athletic 
training  support  needed  for  our  programs.  .  .r  j 

At  Colby-Sawyer,  we’re  fortunate.  We  have  a  curriculum-certified 
program  with  four  certified  trainers  and  60  student  trainers  in  a 
school  of  850.  We  have  four  winter  opportunities,  so  there  are  11  op¬ 
portunities  for  student-athletes  to  participate  in  nontraditiona  and 
traditional  sports.  I  don’t  know  how  those  of  you  without  curriculum 
programs  are  going  to  sustain  the  quality  of  care  that  student-ath- 

leteTheestudent-athlete  in  the  nontraditional  segment  is  just  as  im¬ 
portant  and  just  as  deserving  of  care  as  the  student-athlete  in  the 
traditional  segment.  This  is  where  my  concern  comes  from.  We  need 

to  ensure  thafwe  can  provide  a  quality  experience  for  our  student- 
athletes  to  develop  appropriately  during  both  the  traditional  and 

nontraditional  seasons.  ,  « _ 

From  that  perspective,  I  asked  my  student-athletes  before 
Christmas  how  they  felt  about  the  legislation.  I  did  hsten  he 
biggest  concern-and  I’m  saying  this  to  the  Presidents  Council-was 
taking  the  nontraditional  season  away  from  them.  We  can  live  with¬ 
out  competition,  but  we  want  to  have  the  opportunity  to  play  our 
sport,  even  to  practice  it.  This  is  coming  from  multisport  athletes  as 
well  as  single-sport  athletes. 
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This  legislation  I  really  believe  is  good  legislation  and  I  urge  its 
support,  I  believe  it  addresses  the  concerns  of  administrators  while 
still  allowing  quality  educational  experiences  for  our  student-ath¬ 
letes  and  a  developmental  nontraditional  season.  Thank  you,  (Ap¬ 
plause) 

Megan  Stevens  (Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  I’m 
speaking  to  you  again  in  regard  to  this  morning’s  vote  on  Proposal 
No.  55  and  as  a  student-athlete  on  the  advisory  committee.  We  are  a 
committee  of  student-athletes  from  all  over  the  United  States  with 
the  sole  purpose  of  advising  you  on  the  perspectives  of  other  student- 
athletes.  Together,  we  are  24  members  of  a  national  committee.  We 
are  representing  the  views  of  more  than  127,000  student-athletes  na¬ 
tionwide  in  Division  III.  The  leaders  of  our  division,  the  NCAA  Pres¬ 
idents  Council  and  the  Management  Council,  have  stated  that  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare  is  a  top  priority  of  the  division. 

As  mentioned  last  night  by  NCAA  President  Ced  Dempsey,  we 
are  a  part  of  the  NCAA’s  second  100  years.  Part  of  this  mission  is  the 
total  development  of  the  student-athlete.  We,  the  student-athletes, 
believe  that  competition,  even  in  the  off  season,  is  vital  to  this  devel¬ 
opment.  So  if  we  are  focusing  on  student-athletes  and  student  de¬ 
velopment,  shouldn’t  we  be  listening  to  the  student-athlete  voice? 

I  stand  before  the  finest  in  Division  III — presidents,  athletic  di¬ 
rectors,  coaches  and  athletes.  As  SAAC  members,  it  is  our  under¬ 
standing  that  we  are  all  in  this  together.  It  is  our  hope  that  we  all 
come  together  in  the  understanding  that  this  issue  is  again  an  insti¬ 
tutional  choice.  We  know  that  there  are  members  who  simply  cannot 
afford  budgetarily  to  provide  these  opportunities  to  their  athletes. 
However,  we  also  feel  that  those  institutions  whose  budgets  can  sup¬ 
port  nontraditional  programs  should  be  afforded  this  opportunity  as 
should  the  student-athletes  at  these  institutions. 

Once  again,  in  closing,  speaking  for  the  127,000  student-athletes 
who  participate  in  your  institutional  programs,  we  respectfully  urge 
you  to  defeat  this  proposal.  (Applause) 

Dewayne  Barnes  (Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  The 
Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  believes  that  if  Proposal  No.  55 
passes,  there  will  be  a  decrease  in  so-called  “captains  practices.”  In 
these  instances,  coaches  and  trainers  will  not  be  present,  forcing 
practices  to  go  underground  and  severely  undermining  the  philoso¬ 
phy  of  protecting  student-athlete  welfare.  Please  defeat  this  pro¬ 
posal.  Thank  you, 

Tim  Gleason  (Ohio  Athletic  Conference):  I  rise  in  strong  support 
of  Proposal  55.  It  seems  that  the  essence  of  the  argument  of  this  pro¬ 
posal  is  institutional  autonomy.  We’ve  heard  that  a  lot.  If  you  buy  that, 
then  I  suggest  the  need  for  this  365-page  Manual  is  questioned.  Mis¬ 
cellaneous  institutional  autonomy  is  printed  in  all  these  things.  If  we’re 
going  to  let  nontraditional  seasons  run  rampant,  why  do  we  have  con¬ 
test  limitations?  Why  do  we  have  only  one  of  these  seasons?  Why  aren’t 
those  governed  by  institutional  autonomy?  What  is  the  difference? 
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We  have  this  Manual  for  a  reason.  Ther, >•%  “S 
not  trumpet  institutional  autonomy.  (Applause^  of  ^  m0. 

"SSr  a 

any  time  we  instruct,  we  know  ,  rogress  and  the  ability  of 

four  weeks,  five  weeks  whatever  y  coaches  how  well  you’ve 

SeT^rrSt^lttth  that.  Thank  you.  <AP- 

plause)  u  TV»ar\lr  vnu  In  order  to  help  move  the  dis- 

cussion  along!  wTsk  the  delegates'to  keep  their  comments  as  brief 

andsS“wdl»S-Kovalchik  (Michigan  Intercollegiate  Athletic 
*J5S!ivS: "observations. 

league  Tim  Gleason  was  saying.  Weve  gotten  inm  a  None 

“^tiTwo^earstgo1 

tional  season,  two  years  ago,  ,  .  ,  +hev  voted  unam- 

was  unanimous,  16  members.  fnrwnrri  anci  would  like  some  form 
committee  who  are  now  bnngmg  i  ead  that  s^udenS  have  wonderful 

“e  As  a  member  of  the  Presidents 
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Council,  I  have  three  points  to  make.  I  would  like  to  begin  with  num¬ 
ber  one.  I  come  from  the  South.  We’re  talking  about  the  makeup  of  ’ 
Division  III.  There  are  only  two  students  from  the  South  who  are  on 
the  SAAC  committee.  This  has  been  consistently  true.  We  also  sur- 
veyed  students  in  the  South.  In  some  of  the  smaller  schools,  there  are  ' 
representative  of  Division  III  versus  the  schools  that  might  need  to . 
be  in  Division  I.  The  need  for  looking  at  what’s  what  and  the  student- : 
athlete  is  very  critical.  It  is  difficult  to  speak  on  behalf  of  all  127,000  ’ 
students,  a  large  number  who  are  in  the  South  but  not  represented 
by  your  presence  on  the  board  from  the  various  colleges  that  are  rep¬ 
resentative. 

Number  two,  I  want  to  say  that  this  issue  today  and  this  vote 
puts  on  the  table  for  us  next  year,  or  sometime  in  the  near  future,  the 
real  essence  of  the  question  about  Division  III  and  student  athletics, 
and  athletics  and  sports  entertainment  in  this  country  and  the  role 
to  be  played  in  colleges  and  universities.  Is  it  truly  a  student-athlete 
development  process,  or  a  money-maker  for  the  institution  or  what-, 
ever? 

So  it  seems  in  this  kind  of  a  discussion  that  we  really  do  need  to 
have  it  be  open  and  comprehensive.  Division  Ill’s  purpose  and  its  in¬ 
tegrity  faction  is  that  the  student- athlete  across  the  board,  large 
numbers,  not  individuals,  are  the  ones  to  be  touched.  I  strongly  sup¬ 
port  and  suggest  that  we  all  do. 

Leon  Lunder  (Carlton  College):  I  want  to  thank  the  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee  for  helping  us  clear  away  the  small 
screen  called  the  nontraditional  season.  They  indicated  that  compe¬ 
tition  is  good.  They  are  indicating  that  more  competition  is  better. 
Thus,  what  we  have  is  not  a  nontraditional  season  but  an  expanded 
season.  They  are  trying  to  truly  develop  a  21 -week  season  in  which 
they  both  compete  and  practice. 

I  think  it’s  ironic  that  the  NCAA  was  formulated  to  control  inter¬ 
collegiate  football,  yet  if  you  look  in  the  Manual,  football  has  21 
weeks  of  a  season.  But  if  you  count  back  from  the  championship  and 
you  also  count  back,  including  the  number  of  days  countable  prior  to 
first  competition,  there  are  not  21  weeks  in  existence.  Those  student- 
athletes  have  no  nontraditional  season. 

For  some  reason,  that  was  a  good  idea;  but  for  all  the  others,  it 
wasn’t  a  good  idea.  Do  we  want  to  expand  the  seasons?  If  we  do  want 
to  expand  them,  then  I  would  say  vote  against  this  legislation.  If  you 
are  in  favor  of  controlling  the  growth  and  expansion  of  seasons,  other 
specialization,  then  the  idea  is  to  vote  for  this  to  restrict  the  compet¬ 
itive  part  at  least  of  the  process,  I  think  we  have  to  really  clearly  look 
at  ourselves.  When  we  talk  about  this,  we  better  start  talking  about 
all  student-athletes,  including  those  student-athletes  who  play  the 
game  of  football.  (Applause) 

John  Carmody  (Johnson  and  Wales  University):  I  frankly  think 
that  exchanging  druthers  isn’t  going  to  change  anyone’s  mind  and  the 
issue  is  one  of  technology  rather  than  syntax  at  this  point.  Having 
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attended  the  AmencanSaseball^Co^  cQncern  with  Prop  55. 

lier  this  weekend  in  Chicago,  the  nontradi  tional  segment 

Institutional  methods  of  control  intr ^  ^ 

practices  at  our  level,  for  n  most  baseball  coaches,  they  probab  y 
S  Prop  55.  In  fact.  f  ■ »re  poll imum  90  days  that  the, 
would  tell  you  that  they  d  be  g  8 _  ,  competition, 

normally  would  be  playing  her  responsibilities  will  not  be  less- 

My  trainer  assures  me  elimination  of  nontradi- 

ened  and  probably  would l  incrjjje  by  th  ^  ^  student-ath- 

tional  competition  because  of  that.^yu  a, 

letes  is  certainly  a  matter  o  nractice  opportunities  or  facil 

,eteprop  55  doesn’t  address  heart  of  the  mat- 

ity  or  personnel  problems,  which^  ^  ^  asked  tQ  compromise 
We  hav^no^been  asked 1  tc of  wntSiffi  seasons  and 

have^learned^nything^hat  j^o^e^aroun^ this  for  all 

sure  all  of  my  colleagues  know  the  ssues  >n  ^  have  a  sput  deci- 

our  institutions.  ^hat^’  trying  to  move  forward.  We’re  really  un- 
sion.  People  come  toge.^be  y  fne  side  prevails  over  the  other.  The 

*  —  a-eab,e  t0  ^ 
Thank  you.  (Applause).  for  that  suggestion;  however, 

NCMW»wsVoX"a„IgemeJ  of  the  Convention  do  not  .how 

““Slug  Weiss  KM.fcnnaStrte  of  time  that 

issue  hasn’t  been  addressed  so  nontraditional  season.  lm  as- 

is  being  spent  on  campuses  for  the  West  Coast|  that  people 

suming  that  very  similar  to  campu  and  five  weeks  in  the  nontradi- 
are  playing  somewhere  ‘  ^  ^  traditionai  season. 

tional  season,  leaving  1  vou’re  using  five  weeks  as  a  max 

In  a  quarter-system  school,  y  <=  without  participation. 

nJ.Vts  50  Pf=This  Jo  pm  ntSet  Je  the  stSdent-athlete 

In  a  semester  school,  thats  40  perce  wjth  60  percent  of  the 

is  spending  in  the  ^tra^°n^  1  think  this  is  an  important  issue 
semester  left  to  h.s  or Tie,  dispense^  ur  guppQrt  in  the  defeat  of 

that  has  not  been  addressed,  u  b 

Prop  55.  mlleee)-  I  stand  before  you  today  feeling 

Todd  Hutton  (Utica  Coll  g  •  aL  ^1,^  1  strongly  support 

considerable  ambiguity  abo^,dh  tPbePconsidered  in  a  more  who  fistic 
it,  I  regret  that  the  ..sue '  evaiuate  the  „„„trad,t,»pal 

rarof^ChSX^ngthetraditie„a.»aaous. 
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I  strongly  support  student  participation.  But  1’m  also  concerned-, 
and  I  fear  that  we  are  ignoring  other  students’  needs.  For  example,  ' 
we’re  ignoring  the  need  for  students  to  work  10  and  20  hours  a  week.,* 
many  times.  We  are  ignoring  the  need  for  students  to  engage  in* 
cocurricular  activities.  We  are  ignoring  the  need  for  students  to  de¬ 
velop  as  whole  individuals.  The  latter  goal  is  an  objective  of  each  one 
of  our  institutions. 

I  would  vote  for  this  proposal,  even  though  I  understand  the 
views  of  those  opposing  it.  I  understand  the  need  of  my  colleagues  in 
the  Empire  Athletic  Association  that  strongly  oppose  this  legislation. 

1  would  also  strongly  advocate  for  a  reevaluation  next  year  of  both 
the  nontraditional  and  traditional  seasons.  I  would  support,  for 
example,  a  policy  that  permitted  one  or  two  contests  during  the  non¬ 
traditional  season. 

I  urge  you  to  support  this  legislation,  but  I  also  urge  you  to  ask 
the  Presidents  Council  to  reevaluate  the  regular  and  nontraditional 
seasons.  Thank  you. 

Eric  Dennis  (Hood  College):  As  an  administrator,  I  look  at  my¬ 
self  as  an  educator.  As  an  educator,  I  think  my  job  is  to  provide  more 
opportunity.  I  need  more  action  between  my  great  coaches/teachers 
and  our  student-athletes.  Let’s  step  up  and  let  the  coaches  and  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  decide  at  their  institution  but,  as  we  do  at  Hood  Col¬ 
lege,  protect  those  student-athletes  who  decide  not  to  participate  in 
nontraditional  seasons.  There  would  be  a  strain  on  facilities  I  heard 
somebody  say.  Would  we  rather  have  facilities  empty? 

Chuck  Gordon  (Emory  University):  I’ve  heard  a  number  of 
comments.  I  think  there  are  a  number  of  us  who  are  opposed  to  55 
who  are  in  favor  of  some  kind  of  regulation  but  it  should  include  num¬ 
bers  of  practice  opportunities  or  reduced  competition.  The  thought 
that  I’m  hearing  is  that  if  you’re  against  55,  you’ve  got  to  be  for  the 
full-blown  maximum  competitions  and  nontraditional  seasons.  I 
don’t  think  that’s  true. 

I  think  there  are  many  of  us  who  could  support  a  more  reason¬ 
able  piece  of  legislation  that  had  a  number  of— say  25  or  30 — practice 
opportunities  and  two  or  three  or  four  or  five — you  pick  the  number — 
contests  that  this  does  not  address.  I  have  respect  for  those  who  say 
zero  is  the  right  number,  as  someone  just  did.  But  there  are  many  of 
us  who  are  not  at  the  poles,  who  are  somewhere  in  the  middle,  and 
can  support  something  in  between  those  two.  This  is  not,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  something  in  between  those  two  that  serves  our  student-athletes, 
serves  our  coaches,  serves  the  reserves  on  the  teams  who  finally  get 
a  chance  to  play  and  the  spring  seasons  of  a  sport  like  volleyball. 

So  while  we  could  support  the  nontraditional-season  legislation, 
which  is  more  restrictive  than  what  we  have  now,  this  does  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  a  piece  that  many  of  us  expected.  Many  of  us  expected 
something  to  come  forward  to  reduce  the  numbers  of  dates,  reduce 
the  number  of  competitions,  and  could  have  supported  that.  I  just 
don’t  think  this  is  the  piece.  I  don’t  think  it  was  well  thought  out.  I 
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"don’t  think  there  was  anydiscussionwith  ^^X^ssion.  ’ j 

■jtion.  The  only  people  who  could ^nng “  sldent8  Council. 

>  amendment  date  when legislation.  The  only  reason  we  ; 
We’re  restricted  from  bringing  f  Jp  ^ a(j  was  because  the 

had  the  amendment-to-the-amendment^we^mm  something  at  , 

Presidents  Council  is  the  only  on  proposed  something,  which  ! 

this  late  date.  Otherwise,  we  asonable.  We’re  prohibited  from 
perhaps  would  have  been  what  is  brought  forward, 

doing  that.  We  can  on  y  e  listened  to  the  student-athletes 

f  don’t  think  it’s  a  gjodpje^' AM  right,  let’s  try  to  lis- 
and  again,  we  have  said  let  sliste  ^  for  golf  and  tennis,  a  more 
ten  to  them.  Lets  bring  bac  ,  more  reasonable 

reasonable  proposal  next  year.  Lets  bring 

proposal  for  everything  (APP'^nniversity):  For  all  the  reasons  I 
statJKPberor^rd’hk^to^ve^^voteto  refer  this  ha*  to  the  — - 

‘"•KiddUcombe: 

There  is  a  motion  and  ®  secon^  Presidents  Council.  Just  nod  your 
by  “refer,”  you  mean  back  to  the  rresiuent 

head  or  wave  John  Tt  reuuires  majority  vote,  and  we  will 

This  is  a  debatable  mot’°n,  ,  ^  So  noJw  the  microphones  are 

vote  by  paddle  when  we  need l  to  dop™sidebnts  Council.  I  don’t  see  any 
open  on  the  motion  to  refer  ,  motion  to  refer  by  paddle.  All 

speakers,  so  therefore  we  11  vote  on  1  Presidents  Council, 

AbStrtoo  close  to  call.  It’s  an  ^fj^^teoi  tfemoSoX 
so  we’re  going  to  need  to  count  We  re  dy  t  We  have  our 

refer  to  the  Presidents  your  paddle  and  hold 

counters  ready.  I  m  going  opportunity  to  count 

S  ffiSSTiSES  p" — ask  “ drop 

them.  .  r  1-0  refer  please  raise  your  paddles.  All 

A" those  wh0  wou“' like  to 

Sor^:nmror„"i^oon 

our  voting  on  55-1.  ,  someone  would  like  to  move 

Are  there  anyotheiproPg  ^  ^  this  session  of  voting.  Before 
for  reconsideration.  “  n0  •  much  for  your  patience  and  co- 

I  sit  down,  I  want  to  thank  y  >  j  feel  that  the  discus- 

operation.  This  obviously  is  a  difficult  issue. 
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sion  was  very  constructive,  healthy  and  very  spirited.  We  all  gained 
by  listening  to  the  comments.  I  will  now  pass  the  microphone  back  to 
President  Die.  Thank  you.  (Applause) 

Ms.  Die:  I,  too,  want  to  thank  you  for  your  very  careful  attention 
during  long  discussions,  for  a  thorough  discussion  and  the  civility 
with  which  those  discussions  were  conducted.  I  appreciate  that  and 
I  know  that  next  year  we’ll  have  other  proposals,  some  of  which  may 
involve  issues  that  we’ve  heard  already  today,  some  of  which  involve 
paths  that  we’ve  heard  already  this  morning  and  this  afternoon.  So 
again,  thank  you. 

We  are  now  ready  for  the  afternoon  discussion  sessions.  Would 
the  panelists  for  our  next  discussion  session  please  join  the  dais?  Our 
first  session  deals  with  gender  and  ethnic  diversity  in  Division  III. 
As  you  heard  this  morning,  diversity  is  an  important  focus  of  the  Di¬ 
vision  III  strategic  plan.  There  remains  much  work  to  do  throughout 
the  NCAA  related  to  this  topic. 

public  discussion  of  this  topic  often  focuses  on  our  colleagues 
in  Division  I.  As  you  will  hear,  however,  our  division  has  its  own 
unique  set  of  issues  and  challenges  to  address  related  to  diversity. 
Most  importantly,  these  challenges  exist  not  only  at  the  national 
level,  but  at  the  conference  and  campus  levels  as  well. 

To  begin  our  discussion,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Linda  Moulton 
director  of  athletics  at  Clark  University.  Linda’s  NCAA  involvement 
has  to  do  with  terms  on  the  former  Division  III  Steering  Committee 
and  Management  Council.  She  currently  serves  on  the  NCAA  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Women’s  Athletics.  Linda. 

GENDER  AND  ETHNIC  DIVERSITY  DISCUSSION 

Linda  Moulton  (Clark  University):  Good  afternoon.  I’m  direc¬ 
tor  of  athletics  at  Clark  University  and  a  member  of  the  NCAA  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Women’s  Athletics.  At  the  request  of  the  Division  III  Man¬ 
agement  and  Presidents  Councils,  this  session  is  devoted  to 
discussing  a  topic  that  is  extremely  important  to  all  of  us  on  cam- 
puses.  gender  and  ethnic  diversity.  The  value  and  importance  of  pro¬ 
viding  a  diverse  environment  has  very  positive  implications  for  ev¬ 
eryone  who  steps  onto  the  campus — from  the  administration,  the 
(acuity,  the  supporters,  parents  and  the  most  important  constituents 
the  students. 

During  our  time  this  afternoon,  it  is  the  hope  of  the  panelists  and 
me  that  we  share  specific  ideas  and  strategies  that  you  can  take  back 
and  implement  on  your  campus.  Yesterday,  we  all  had  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  vote  in  support  of  enhancing  the  Association's  nondiscrimina¬ 
tion  policy.  The  membership  voted  unanimously  to  support  this 
change  in  the  constitution.  The  national  office  has  initiatives  to  in¬ 
crease  diversity  through  the  hiring  of  new  staff  and  the  promotion 
and  retention  of  current  staff,  and  has  achieved  significant  results 
but  continues  to  strive  for  improvement.  We  would  encourage  Divi¬ 
sion  III  to  make  a  single  commitment  to  that  of  the  national  office,  to 
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develop  goals  and  initiatives  to  increase  gender  and  ethnic  diversity. 
Today  our  goal  is  to  provide  to  you  information  and  strategies  that 
will  be  valuable  and  useful  and  help  you  achieve  success. 

On  the  dais  with  me  today  are  the  following  individuals:  Dr.  Glo¬ 
ria  Scott,  president  of  Bennett  College,  who  will  provide  why  institu¬ 
tions  should  address  gender  and  diversity  issues;  David  Caputo,  pres¬ 
ident  of  Hunter  College  and  also  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Women's  Athletics,  who  will  address  the  challenges  and  opportunities 
for  Division  III  campuses;  Eugene  Marshall  Jr,  director  of  athletics, 
Ramapo  College,  and  a  member  of  the  Minority  Opportunities  and 
Interests  Committee,  who  will  discuss  the  importance  of  role  model¬ 
ing  beginning  with  women  and  minorities;  and  our  last  panelist,  Cela 
Oceguera,  former  student-athlete  at  the  University  of  California,  San 
Diego,  and  a  current  graduate  student  at  the  University  of 
Massachusetts  at  Amherst,  and  a  member  of  the  National  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee,  who  will  give  the  student-athlete 
perspective. 

At  the  end  of  Cela’s  comments,  there  will  be  time  for  questions 
and  comments.  First,  I  would  like  to  set  the  stage  and  provide  you 
with  data  depicting  the  status  of  NCAA  Division  III.  This  informa¬ 
tion  has  been  provided  in  a  packet  with  a  yellow  cover.  We  have  a  se¬ 
ries  of  slides,  and  you  can  refer  to  the  information  in  your  packet. 

The  first  slide  will  take  a  look  at  the  national  office  with  regard 
to  its  directives  in  diversity  from  the  level  of  the  president  to  the  di¬ 
rector  level.  At  the  level  of  president,  the  national  office  has  one 
white  male.  At  the  level  of  senior  vice  president,  out  of  the  three  po¬ 
sitions,  there  are  no  females,  one  minority  male,  and  two  white  males. 
At  the  vice-presidential  chief  of  staff  level,  there  is  one  minority  fe¬ 
male,  three  white  females,  one  minority  male,  and  seven  white  males. 
At  the  director  level,  there  are  five  minority  females,  11  white  fe¬ 
males,  two  minority  males,  and  20  white  males. 

Let’s  look  at  our  second  slide.  It  is  also  important  that  we  look  at 
the  gender  and  ethnic  diversity  of  Division  III  committees.  As  of  the 
fall  of  1999,  for  all  Division  III  committees,  there  are  215  members  of 
which  there  are  114  males  and  100  females,  of  which  there  are  only 
21  minority  committee  members. 

The  third  slide.  At  the  level  of  director  of  athletics,  71  percent  of 
the  directors  are  white  males;  24  percent  are  white  females;  4  percent 
are  minority  males;  1  percent  is  minority  females;  75  percent  of  the 
total  are  males;  25  percent  of  the  total  are  females. 

Our  next  slide  shows  that  the  gender  and  race  demographics  for 
the  senior  woman  administrator  is  100  percent  female  and  only  6.2 
percent  minority  females. 

Let's  look  at  our  last  slide.  Of  our  faculty  athletic  representa¬ 
tives,  67  percent  are  white  males;  28  percent  are  white  females;  4  per¬ 
cent  are  minority  males;  1  percent  represent  minority  females;  72 
percent  out  of  the  total  are  males;  and  28  percent  out  of  the  total  are 
females. 
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As  you  can  see,  we  have  some  work  to  do.  At  this  time,  it  gives" 
me  great  pleasure  to  present  Dr.  Gloria  Scott,  president  of  Bennett' 
College,  to  address  gender  and  ethnic  diversity. 

Gloria  Scott  (Bennett  College):  As  Linda  said,  I’m  president  of 
Bennett  College  for  Women,  a  great  school  in  North  Carolina,  a  Divi- 
sion  III  member.  For  human  and  social  reasons,  whenever  we  con* 
sider  issues  of  gender  and  ethnic  diversity  and  the  intersection  of 
those  issues,  we  are  uneasy.  A  paradigm  for  our  consideration  this  af¬ 
ternoon  is  one  put  forth  by  Harland  Cleveland  in  his  book  “The 
Knowledge  Executive,”  which  I  would  like  to  use.  He  identifies  the: 
fact  that  there  are  always  at  least  three  sides  to  every  issue:  The  way 
one  person  or  group  sees  it,  the  way  a  second  group  or  person  sees  it 
and  the  way  it  is. 

Our  reason  for  exploring  gender  and  equity  issues  is  to  try  and 
move  in  to  see  it  and  respond  to  it  on  the  way  it  is,  to  bring  clarity  to 
the  way  it  is  perceived  and  the  way  it  is.  Linda  has  shared  with  us 
some  data  representative  of  gender  and  ethnicity  in  Division  III.  Our 
problem  is  clear.  The  question  is:  What  are  we  going  to  do  about  it9 
How  do  we  move  to  realize  the  goal  of  true  ethnicity  and  gender  di¬ 
versity  in  Division  III  and  encourage  it  in  Divisions  I  and  II. 

As  a  first  step,  the  NCAA  Executive  Committee  did  establish  the 
Subcommittee  on  Gender  and  Ethnicity  as  a  permanent  committee 
as  a  result  of  earlier  meetings  of  the  two  committees  and  their  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  they  become  a  permanent  entity.  The  subcommit¬ 
tee  consists  of  presidents,  and  its  mission  is  to  address  issues  sur¬ 
rounding  gender  and  ethnicity  within  our  membership.  The  Minority 
Opportunities  and  Interests  Committee  and  the  Committee  on 
Women’s  Athletics  have  been  given  the  charge  to  work  with  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  develop  and  report  issues,  to  propose  solutions,  and  to 
monitor  progress  as  it  relates  to  creating  equity  and  access  for 
women  and  ethnic  minorities. 

.  We,  the  members  of  Division  III,  who  base  our  philosophical 
being  on  the  concept  of  equity  and  evenness  and  fairness  for  our  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  for  whom  we  serve,  must  construct  strategies  to  ad¬ 
dress  our  diversity  issues  and  to  be  major  players  in  achieving  this 
equity  and  diversity  among  our  ranks.  It  is  not  going  to  happen  by 
merely  thinking  about  it,  talking  about  it,  collecting  data  nor  will  it 
happen  by  withdrawing  from  it  and  hoping  it  will  go  away,  or  even 
moving  around  it.  It  will  only  happen  when  the  trustees  of  institu¬ 
tions— the  presidents,  athletic  directors,  coaches,  faculty  and  stu¬ 
dents  stop  talking  about  the  issue,  especially  those  persons  with  the 
power  to  make  a  difference— the  presidents,  the  athletic  directors 
and  the  coaches— and  begin  to  take  action.  The  NCAA  also  needs  to 
allocate  adequate  resources  to  make  it  happen. 

We  have  that  opportunity,  as  we  move  into  the  new  contracts  pro¬ 
ducing  revenue  coming  into  the  Association,  to  in  fact  provide  re¬ 
sources  to  make  this  happen.  It  is  within  our  power  to  create  a  pos- 
itive  change.  Today,  we  hope  that  you  will  listen  very  carefully  as  the 
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i  program  is  presented  for  you  to  use  on  your  campuses  to  be  benefi¬ 
ts  cial.  I  encourage  you  not  only  to  listen,  but  to  engage  in  spirited  dia- 
^■'••iogue  to  begin  to  implement  these  initiatives  that  would  create  a  pos- 
,  itive  change. 

;•/;  .  David  Caputo  (Hunter  College):  I’m  pleased  to  be  here  today, 
n/v  i  Was  disappointed,  as  I’m  sure  all  of  you  were,  when  Reverend  Jack- 
,  ^  son  was  not  able  to  be  with  us  last  evening.  I  fully  expected  by  now 
fcf;  that  you  would  all  be  standing  in  the  aisle  screaming  for  diversity 
after  he  had  energized  us.  Til  try — and  I  certainly  cannot  stand  in  for 
him — but  I  want  to  try  to  encourage,  especially  the  presidents  in  the 
'f"  audience,  to  continue  and  remind  them  that  it  is  very  important  for 
>  1  them  to  continue  to  discuss  diversity. 

^  ■  The  second  thing  I  want  to  try  to  do  today  is  give  you  an  example 
*  or  two  that  we  have  used  at  Hunter  College,  which  I  think  may  help 
some  of  us  in  the  things  that  you’re  doing. 

Before  I  begin,  I’d  like  to  tell  a  story  There  was  an  individual  who 
was  given  a  parrot  as  a  gift.  The  only  problem  with  the  bird  is  that 
it  knew  only  obscenities.  So  for  the  owner,  every  time  the  bird  was 
out,  it  created  problems  because  it  offended  everybody.  One  day,  the 
parrot  was  especially  obnoxious.  After  swearing  up  a  blue  streak  in 
front  of  some  distinguished  visitors,  the  owner  said  to  the  bird:  “Now, 
under  no  conditions  can  this  behavior  be  tolerated.  You  have  to  learn 
to  modify  your  behavior  and  this  kind  of  language  can  t  continue. 
The  bird  listened  politely  and  then  uttered  an  obscenity. 

A  few  days  later,  a  similar  thing  happened.  Finally,  the  owner  got 
so  frustrated  with  this  parrot  that  he  picked  the  parrot  up,  opened 
.  the  freezer  compartment  of  the  refrigerator  and  put  him  in  the 
freezer.  About  10  minutes  later,  he  realized  what  he  had  done  and  he 
opened  the  door  and  the  parrot  came  out.  The  parrot  said  to  him: 
“You  know,  we  need  to  talk.”  The  owner  said  “yes.”  The  parrot  said: 
“I’ve  been  wrong.  I’m  going  to  reform.  You  need  to  know  that  I  will 
never  again  utter  an  obscenity  But  I  have  one  question.”  The  owner 
said  “yes.”  The  parrot  said:  “What  did  the  chicken  do?”  (Laughter). 

In  getting  into  this  topic,  it’s  very  important  that  as  presidents 
we  make  sure  that  we  keep  it  front  and  center  to  everyone  on  our 
campuses.  If  we  do  not  keep  it  front  and  center,  no  one  else  will.  So 
it  is  important  that  we  do  it  in  terms  of  our  speeches,  in  terms  of  our 
public  announcements.  It’s  also  very  important  that  we  make  sure 
that  it’s  in  our  strategic  planning,  that  it’s  done.  It’s  also  important 
that  it  is  done  in  a  measurable,  quantifiable  way.  It  is  not  enough  to 
espouse  it.  You  need  to  push  for  results  and  insist  upon  results. 

Second,  I  think  it  is  very  important  to  staff  and  students  across 
the  campus  to  know  that  the  chief  executive  officer  is,  in  fact,  in  favor 
and  moving  on  this  front. 

Third,  I  would  argue — Reverend  Jackson  could  make  a  much 
stronger  case  than  I  can — that  it  is  the  morally  correct  thing  to  do. 
We  must  have  staffs  that  are  reflective  of  our  student  body  and  the 
society  we  all  serve. 
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Finally,  for  our  athletes,  for  our  student-athletes,  we  need  to  have,, 
coaching  and  administrative  role  models  who  they  can  aspire  to.  It  is 
a  complicated  issue.  There  are  no  easy  answers.  ■ ,  - 

I  want  to  take  just  a  few  minutes  to  explain  something  we’ve  done 
at  Hunter.  At  Hunter,  we  treat  recruitment  for  our  coaches  and  for 
our  administrative  staff  within  the  athletic  affairs  as  part  of  the 
same  process  as  we  use  for  our  faculty  recruitment.  Hunter  is  a  very 
diverse  university  of  about  20,000  students  where  40  percent  are 
white,  20  percent  are  African-American;  23  percent  Hispanic;  15  per¬ 
cent  Asian-American.  We  have  a  very  complicated  set  of  relation¬ 
ships  on  our  campus,  given  our  size  and  diversity,  where  we  are  70 
percent  women,  28  percent  men. 

As  I  mentioned,  we  use  the  same  system  that  we  use  when  we  re¬ 
cruit  faculty  or  what  we  call  our  higher  education  officers  series. 
That  means  that  the  affirmative  action  office  and  our  affirmative  ac¬ 
tion  officers  are  involved  in  the  process  from  the  beginning.  These 
are  involved  in  a  proactive  way  rather  than  the  simply  compatible 
figures  and  characteristics  of  those  involved.  I  should  point  out  to 
you  that  the  affirmative  action  officer  reports  directly  to  the  presi¬ 
dent,  not  to  some  other  office  on  campus. 

When  athletics  is  in  the  process  of  recruiting,  they  have  to  go 
through  a  series  of  steps,  as  every  other  office  has  to  in  terms  of  the 
hiring  process.  This  permits  the  affirmative  action  office  people  to  be 
involved  in  all  steps.  From  the  framing  of  the  job  description,  to  the 
way  you  write  the  job  description  and,  in  fact,  include  or  exclude  in¬ 
dividuals,  to  the  way  you  write  an  ad.  Also,  it  can  be  very  welcoming 
or  it  can  be  very  dampening  on  individuals. 

More  importantly,  as  the  process  continues,  the  affirmative  action 
officer  has  to  both  approve  a  pool  of  candidates  before  any  interviews 
are  done.  If  that  pool  does  not  include  minorities  and  women,  then  in 
many  cases  we  will  either  stop  that  search  or  force  the  search  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  additional  advertising.  They’ll  also  review  final  candi¬ 
dates  who  are  brought  in  and  the  decision  as  to  why  candidates  are 
not  hired  as  well  as  why  they  are  hired.  The  affirmative  action  offi¬ 
cer  has  the  authority  to  stop  a  search  or  require  that  it  be  done  dif¬ 
ferently. 

We’ve  discontinued  searches  in  some  cases,  not  in  athletics  but  in 
other  departments,  because  the  pool  was  not  representative.  We’ve 
said  no  to  short  lists,  and  we’ve  also  asked  that  the  hiring  recom¬ 
mendations  be  reviewed.  Again,  those  are  very  controversial  when 
you  do  it,  yet  once  people  realize  that  in  fact  the  process  is  a  process 
that’s  going  to  be  honored,  I  think  you’ll  find  that  people  do  a  much 
better  job. 

How  have  we  done  in  terms  of  the  process?  One  of  the  things— 
and  I  m  sorry  you  really  won’t  be  able  to  see  this — -is  that  we  have  a 
checklist  that  is  used.  The  checklist  has  to  be  filled  out  for  each  po¬ 
sition.  The  way  the  checklist  works  is  for  the  approval  of  the  search 
plan  has  to  be  done,  the  approval  of  the  advertising  has  to  be  done, 
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the  affirmative  action  survey  parts  have  to  be  sent  back,  a  list  of 
Questions  asked  of  each  application.  In  fact,  we  require  thatM  Our 
applicants  are  interviewed,  that  a  common  set  of  questions  are  asked 
so  there’s  not  a  chance  for  some  applicants  to  be  asked  a  different  s 
depending  on  their  gender  or  ethnicity.  They  also  have  to  make  sure 
the  pools  are  properly  numbered.  This  keeps  our  affirmative  action 

officer  Qf  results,  according  to  the  last  set  of  statistics  I  have, 

;ust  to  give  you  some  idea  how  difficult  this  process  is,  we  are  a  very 
multicultural  college  sitting  in  a  very  multicultural  city,  although  the 
location  we  have  in  the  city  is  not  multicultural;  were  on  the  upper 
east  side.  But  of  an  administrative  staff  of  10,  four  of  whom  are  fe¬ 
males  five  of  whom  are  minorities.  In  terms  of  the  coaching  staffs, 
out  of  28  coaches,  eight  are  women  and  15  are  minorities.  If  you  com^ 
bine  the  two,  it  means  then  we  have  20  minorities  out  of  38  total.  We 
have  26  males  and  12  females. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  what  some  of  our  pools  of  can 
dates  look  like.  For  instance,  for  a  position  for  athletic  facilities  man¬ 
ager  we  had  32  males  apply,  10  women,  and  one-third  of  the  appli¬ 
cants  were  minorities.  For  an  assistant  athletic  directors  position 
that  also  involved  coaching,  we  had  22  males,  13  females,  and  over  40 
percent  of  the  applicants  were  minorities.  Now  what  are  the  lessons 
to  be  learned?  There  is  certainly  not  one  way  to  do  it.  But  I  tlunJS 
first  of  all,  the  most  important  thing,  as  was  mentioned  earlier,  i 
not  going  to  just  happen.  It’s  only  going  to  happen  if  you  take  pur¬ 
poseful  action,  if  you  have  purposeful  strategy. 

P  Secondly,  I  would  hope  that  the  NCAA,  I  would  hope  Division  III 
and  I  would  hope  the  individual  campuses  must  and  can  do  every¬ 
thing  possible  to  encourage  women  and  minorities  to  get  into  the  po¬ 
sition  to  be  hired.  One  of  the  reasons  the  numbers  are  so  low— I 
think  a  member  of  the  CWA  committee  said  its  very  clear— is  that 
there  are  simply  not  enough  women  and  minorities  out  there  being 
recruited  into  entry-level,  beginning-type  positions  in  terms  of  in¬ 
ternships  and  other  things.  The  NCAA,  Division  III  and  campuses 

must  do  better.  ,  ,  i 

Finally,  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  we  encourage  students 

to  follow  their  dreams  to  get  into  coaching  or  to  get  into  athletic  ad¬ 
ministration.  We  must  find  opportunity.  We  must  look  at  promotion 
possibilities  from  within.  We  must  look  to  create  ways  to  develop  the 
talent  that  is  out  there.  If  we  do  not  do  that,  it  is  not  the  woman  o 
minority  who  is  not  hired  who  loses,  it  is  in  fact  all  of  us  who  lose  in 
terms  of  campus  and  in  terms  of  our  student-athletes. 

So  I  would  ask  that  when  you  have  a  moment  to  reflect  on  this 
that  you  think  about  what  your  campus  could  do  to  change  the  na¬ 
ture  of  your  recruiting  process  and  ultimately  change  the  nature 

^Now!  Eugene  Marshall,  who’s  the  athletic  director  of  Ramapo  Col- 
lege,  is  going  to  be  next. 


Division  III  Business  Session- 


301 


Eugene  Marshall  (Ramapo  College):  Good  afternoon. 

Today  1  want  to  share  with  you  the  importance  of  being  a  role 
model  and  mentor.  The  primary  efforts  of  role  modeling  and  mentor¬ 
ing  help  guide  and  nurture  athletic  administrators  for  the  future.  We 
have  several  opportunities  to  serve  as  mentors  to  our  students  and 
student-athletes.  Many  of  us  do  just  that  through  our  everyday  ac¬ 
tivities  in  our  professor  and  student  relationship,  the  admimstra- 
tor/coach/  student-athlete  relationship,  through  our  internships,  our 
fellowship  programs,  and  also  through  our  supervisory  and  subordi¬ 
nate  relationships.  ,  ,  ,  ,  , , 

When  we  serve  as  role  models  for  our  students  and  student-ath¬ 
letes  in  our  colleges  and  universities,  we  inspire  them  to  embark  on  a 
career  in  coaching  or  athletic  administration  as  well  as  athletic/aca¬ 
demic  support.  We  should  be  an  example  for  role  models,  for  those  who 
are  willing  to  follow  in  our  footsteps.  You  have  females  and  minority 
student-athletes  interested  in  following  athletic  administration  foot¬ 
steps,  but  we  need  to  have  minorities  and  women  be  their  leaders.  We 
also  need  to  strive  to  have  a  level  playing  field  so  the  candidates  who 
are  in  line  for  positions  can  be  hired  based  on  their  abilities  and  not 
only  their  ethnicity.  We  need  to  get  more  people  in  the  pipeline. 

To  give  you  an  example,  for  the  past  11  years  as  athletic  director 
at  three  different  institutions,  I  always  hear  people  say,  that  they 
want  to  look  for  minority  candidates  and  that  they  couldn  t  find  any 
There  was  one  person  who  they  would  always  call  on.  He  has  great 
quality  and  he’s  probably  moved  quite  a  few  people,  minorities  and 
others,  to  higher  positions.  He’s  Art  Eason  at  William  Paterson  Uni¬ 
versity.  From  Division  I,  II  and  III,  we  all  pull  ahead  to  find  someone 
to  fill  the  spot.  1  think  it’s  time  that  we  all  take  some  of  the  burden 
off  of  Art  Eason  and  get  our  own  list  of  folks  who  we  can  spread 
around  by  word  of  mouth.  If  you  look  around  this  room  today,  it  s  not 
a  diverse  room.  I  think  by  2010  this  room  should  be  very  diverse. 

Also  we  need  to  have  diversity  among  presidents  and  board  oi 
trustee  Members.  I  started  to  take  a  very  proactive  role  in  hiring  mi¬ 
norities  and  women.  The  last  three  athletic  directors  have  a  1  been 
minorities  in  Brooklyn,  New  York.  At  the  College  of  Staten  Island, 
the  past  two  athletic  directors  have  been  minorities.  Maybe  they  re 
willing  to  take  a  chance.  It’s  easy  to  talk  about  it. 

It’s  easy  to  say  you  don’t  know  anybody.  But  as  coaches  and  tor- 
mer  coaches,  youVe  recruited  minority  student-athletes,  male  and  e- 
male,  to  build  your  programs  into  very  competitive  teams.  Somehow, 
once  they  graduate  or  once  you  become  an  administrator,  you  so™6' 
how  lose  the  ability  to  go  outside  and  recruit  minority  male  and  fe¬ 
male  candidates.  I  think  we  need  to  go  back  to  what  we  did  as 
coaches  and  go  out  and  find  the  best  candidates  and  go  out  and  look 

a  little  further  for  minority  males  and  females. 

It’s  also  important  to  have  a  diverse  staff,  because  in  athletics, 
you’re  dealing  with  a  lot  of  diverse  people.  Having  a  diverse  staff,  you 
can  better  relate  to  the  constituents  who  you  deal  with  on  a  regular 


302 


2000  Convention  Proceedings 


basis.  It  also  makes  it  easier  to  witb  y0ur  president,  your  vice- 
along  so  that  they  becorne  fam  staff  that  becomes  fa- 

president,  your  trustee  ™e™b^  J of  comfort  so  that  when  it  comes 

32;  -  -  -  - 

own  back  yards  and  start  to  real  y  ‘  f  color,  i  think  we 

think  we  need  to  see  more  academy  ^ulty  ^  m 

need  to  see  more  to  mentor  them  and  guide  them 

meaningful  P0S,tul0ns;,  We^'  "cceed  in  A  lot  of  times  we’re  put  in 
into  situations  that  they  can  that  we  can  fail  in  and  thats 

situations  we  can  only  take  tb\P^ a  chance  to  succeed.  1  will  close 

“  quicker 
™  - <*• 

plause)  ,  .  Aa,iete  Advisory  Committee):  Good 

Cela  Oceguera  (Student-Ath  X,  for  allowing  me  to 

afternoon.  I’d  like  to 'than  alKth  fm  very  excited  to  be  here, 

participate  in  the  panel  this  at  ^  for  0bvious  reasons.  Its 

This  topic  is  extremely  impo  .  u  the  stu- 

something  I’m  very 

dent-athlete  perspective  and  gcneral  rm  going  to  be  dis- 

as  well  as  some  to  strive  for  a  diverse  staff  m 

cussing  why  it is  ab®?lu  Tb  are  three  basic  reasons  for  this.  They 

ana  their  athlefc  do- 

partments.  .  ,  •  t  Student-athletes  choose  to  attend 

I  begin  with  this  simp  e  P  :  .  h  Tbus  jf  an  athletic  depart- 

S*iVl' &  Ta^  straightforward  and  simple  way  to  say 
thiSAs  was  mentioned 

NCAA’s  second  100  years  an  c  a  d  Athletic  depart- 

welfare.  The  rn®mbershipo^"'st  in  student-athletes  by  creating 

ments  can  show  their  women  and  minorities.  But 

a  comfort  level  for  all  m  ’  makeup  of  Division  III  im 

because  of  the  simple  structure an^Urlete ^  ^ 

stitutions  in  particular,  1  .  *  for  minority  student-athletes  at 

r?trtro"rn.mschMl8  «  oft.n  »  - 


not  as  ethnically  diverse  as  public  schools  that  are  close  by  and  " 
larger.  If  student-athletes  have  fewer  mentors  academically  or 
within  the  athletic  administration,  the  intercollegiate  athletic  de¬ 
partment  must  then  accept  the  responsibility  to  make  the  extra  ef¬ 
fort. 

I  have  been  talking  about  the  comfort  level  of  the  student-athlete, 
the  community  and  the  athletic  department  and  it  may  seem  some¬ 
what  impractical  However,  conflicts  can  be  better  resolved  and  pre-  ’ 
vented  when  a  student-athlete  feels  comfortable  speaking  with  the  de¬ 
partment  or  the  compliance  director.  This  community  building  is  all  a 
part  of  the  student-athlete  seeing  the  intercollegiate  athletic  depart¬ 
ment  as  “we”  and  not  “they”or  “them.”  Oftentimes,  the  student-athlete 
might  only  see  the  athletic  department  as  the  ones  who  can  take  away 
their  eligibility,  the  ones  who  get  them  in  trouble.  The  more  we  can  do 
to  include  the  student-athlete  with  the  athletic  department,  the  more 
we  can  be  able  to  work  together  and  avoid  problems. 

Minority  student-athletes  and  female  student-athletes  in  the 
athletic  department  made  up  of  men  or  people  not  of  color  are  more 
apt  to  feel  as  if  they  are  out  of  their  element.  There  is  no  communi¬ 
cation  without  this  necessary  comfort  level  Questions  won’t  be 
asked,  information  won’t  be  asked  for  and  problems  that  were  avoid¬ 
able  may  grow  instead.  Athletic  departments  need  the  ability  to 
recognize  issues  and  problems  of  student-athletes.  They  need  to 
understand  student-athlete  perception  and  history,  signs  of  strug¬ 
gling,  signs  of  need  for  help.  Many  cultures  do  not  take  charge  well 
with  authority  figures  as  they’re  not  really  brought  up  to  question 
authority. 

As  for  my  personal  experience  at  UCSD,  there  were  two  main 
things  I’ll  be  speaking  about.  One  was  a  conflict  I  had  with  my  coach 
and  the  second  is  my  experience  with  the  entire  department  as  a 
whole.  I  come  from  a  family  where  my  father  was  born  in  Mexico,  my 
mother  in  Canada,  and  myself  in  the  United  States.  Some  of  my 
friends  call  me  NAFTA.  (Laughter)  Because  of  this  unique  family 
situation,  I  have  a  lot  of  different  cultures  at  home.  Traditionally,  my 
Hispanic  family  is  closer,  i  see  them  more  often. 

My  freshman  year  when  I  came  to  play  UC  San  Diego  soccer,  my 
family  wanted  me  home  every  time  possible.  I’m  originally  from  Los 
Angeles,  so  that’s  about  a  two-hour  drive.  I  was  also  practicing  and 
playing  for  UCSD,  so  you  can  imagine  the  different  physical  and  men¬ 
tal  strains.  My  coach  was  able  to  understand  this;  however,  I  think  it 
had  a  lot  to  do  with  the  fact  that  my  mother  was  able  to  speak  with 
my  father  about  moving  on.  However,  this  is  something  that  people 
may  not  think  about  off  the  top  of  their  head.  I  realize  that  some  of 
them  find  themselves  having  to  deal  with  other  issues  that  are  cul¬ 
tural  and  not  just  academic  and  just  in  sports. 

As  for  my  athletic  department  as  a  whole,  I  cannot  express  how 
influential  they  have  been.  I  was  able  to  feel  very  comfortable  with 
my  campus  Student- Athlete  Advisory  Committee  and  with  my  de- 
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oartment.  I  even  interned  there  after  graduating.  This 

me.  There  are  a  significant  number  of  female  interns  a 

cause  of  the  number  of  women  who  are  in  the  athletic  departmen  . 

S  this  has  everything  to  do  with  the  fact  that  Judy  Sweet,  the 
felle  pr^Sof  the  NCAA,  helped  run  that  before  her  re- 
tirement.  Because  of  this,  1  felt  comfortable  to  apply  for  my  position 
on  the  national  SAAC  committee  and  that  has  influenced  me  to 
choose  a  career  in  athletics.  Thus,  I  cannot  explain  how  important 
role  models  are  in  an  intercollegiate  athletic  department. 

I  have  been  asked  to  give  some  specific  strategies  and  sugg es- 
tions  While  I  believe  sensitivity  from  coaches  and  an  at 
oartment  can  create  necessary  awareness,  the  best  way  this  can  be 
achieved  is  by  hiring  qualified  women  and  minorities.  On  a  side  no  , 

?ni  be  graduating  this  May.  (Laughter)  Seriously,  this  is  something 

that’s  very  important  to  me.  I  do  believe  there  are  qualified  female 
and’  minorities’  out  there.  Like  I  said  earlier,  hopeM'yyon  w,ll  all  be 
able  to  influence  others  to  get  into  this  field.  Thank  you. 

Linda  Moulton  (Clark  University):  I  think  that  means  tha 
has  a  stack  of  resumes  down  at  the  front  of  the  table  if  anyone  would 
be  interested  in  picking  one  up  after  the  presentation  I  think  b  Tore 
we  ask  if  there  are  comments  or  suggestions  or  other  things  tha  y 
might  share  with  us,  I  would  point  out  in  your 
wonderful  minority  opportunity  equity  plan  that  the  Oliver  ^ 
Si)  Paso,  has  put  together.  We  thought  .t  would  be  helpful  to 

two  other  p)einMmnsPthis  afternoon.  But  1  do  think  ‘hat  the  shar- 
ine  of  information  is  helpful.  We  have  four  people  up  here  who 
through  their  words,  through  their  actions,  and  their  passion  and 
commitment  to  gender  and'ethnic  diversity, 

things  on  their  campuses  and  teams.  I  think  we  really  want  to  seta 

tone  for  the  things  that  all  of  us  know  we  cou)‘l^o^linrf 

We  also  know  there  are  a  fair  number  of  people  in  the  audienc 
who  have  strategies  that  you  have  used  and  been  effective  on  y 
camposas.  We  would  certainly  like  to  ask  your  opinion  .f  you  would 
steD  UD  to  the  microphone  and  share  some  suggestions  Our  thought 
is  to  be  able  to  take  away  some  very  definitive  tools  with  us  t  a  y  u 
can  go  back  to  your  campuses  and  apply  to  some  situations. 

Kim  Allen  (Rutgers,  The  State  University  of  New  Jersey, 
Newark)-  I  would  like  to  share  some  strategies  that  we  use  at  Rut- 
Sas  far  as  gender  and  ethnic  diversity.  First,  I  think  its  impor¬ 
tant  to  realize  fhat  our  university  is  an  incredibly  diverse  campus  as 
well  as  community.  Therefore,  I  think  it’s  easier  for  us  to  attract  and 
have  the  ability  to  retain  minorities  and  women. 

Rutgers  publishes  a  handbook  for  affirmative  action,  Equa Em- 
Dlovment  Opportunity  Guidelines  for  Recruitment  and  Selection  of 
Staff.”  The  handbook  outlines  ways  to  attract  and  selectmembersfor 
athletic  positions.  A  major  requirement  is  to  have  a  broad  search 
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that  will  result  in  a  representative  applicant  pool.  The  pool  is  one  in 
which  minorities  and  women  are  found  in  substantially  the  same  pro¬ 
portion  as  males  in  the  recruitment  area,  whether  that  recruitment 
area  is  on  the  local,  statewide  or  national  labor  markets.  Also,  we  do 
not  allow  preselection  for  any  position.  Our  personnel  office  also 
plays  a  major  role  in  recruiting  applicants  by  making  special  efforts 
to  create  a  pool  of  candidates  that’s  broadly  representative  and  re¬ 
sults  in  an  aggressive  and  resourceful  search.  I  think  that’s  probably 
one  of  the  most  important  things,  You  need  to  have  an  aggressive  and 
resourceful  search. 

In  conjunction  with  personnel,  the  hiring  department  supple¬ 
ments  the  effort  by  contacting  its  own  sources,  including  affirmative 
action  sources,  and  this  helps  to  ensure  a  large  and  representative 
pool  from  which  this  selection  can  be  made.  We  also  track  the 
administrative  levels  across  the  university.  If  a  search  is  opening  on 
an  administrative  level,  the  affirmative  action  department  will  check 
to  see  if  they  are  lacking  diversity.  If  they  are  lacking  diversity,  it  is 
a  major  priority  to  fill  that  position  and  that  department  will  be  no¬ 
tified  that  it  is  a  major  priority  to  fill  that  position  with  a  minority  or 
a  woman. 

Lastly,  in  all  our  advertising,  we  use  sexually  neutral  language 
and  indicate  that  Rutgers  is  an  equal  opportunity  and  affirmative  ac¬ 
tion  employer.  If  anyone  is  interested  in  taking  a  look  at  our  hand¬ 
book,  please  feel  free  to  check  with  me  at  Rutgers. 

Ms.  Moulton:  I’m  sure  that  Kim  will  be  more  than  willing  if 
you’d  like  to  contact  her.  She’s  at  Rutgers  University  if  you  would 
like  a  copy  of  the  information  that  she  was  referring  to. 

Valerie  Cushman  (Randolph-Macon  Woman’s  College):  I’m  a 
member  of  the  Division  III  Nominating  Committee.  I,  too,  would  like 
to  comment  on  campus  success  at  our  institution.  We  have  placed 
many  candidates  in  positions  that  we  all  benefit  from. 

It  is  our  mission  repeatedly  on  the  Nominating  Committee  to 
place  minority  candidates  on  Division  III  committees.  With  all  this 
hard  work  of  the  committee,  it  was  still  only  able  to  place  10  percent 
of  minority  candidates  on  our  Division  III  committees.  I  would  ask 
you  to  assist  us  in  this  process  by  reading  The  NCAA  News,  with  an 
eye  for  looking  at  the  vacancies  for  persons  on  your  campus — FARs, 
CEOs,  coaches  and  athletic  administrators,  for  minorities  who  may 
be  interested  in  these  positions.  I  think  your  support  in  urging  them 
to  apply  for  these  positions  will  go  a  long  way.  It  will  increase  our 
candidate  pool  and  allow  us  to  better  represent  all  of  the  members  in 
Division  III.  Thank  you. 

Sean  Frazier  (Manhattanville  College):  I  would  echo  my  col¬ 
leagues  and  also  like  to  talk  about  the  search  process.  That  is  the  key 
element  that  sometimes  you  forget,  or  we  mistake  that.  In  the  search 
process,  we  need  to  put  the  search  back  into  the  process.  A  lot  of 
times  we  send  out  notification  of  employment  and  we’re  told  to  forget 
about  the  search. 
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At  Manhattanville,  we’ve  a  done  a  lot  of  active  work  in  the  area 
of  recruiting  and  tracking  qualified  women  and  racial  minorities  to 
our  campus.  One  of  the  unique  things  we’ve  done  is  create  a  network 
of  schools  and  conferences,  almost  like  a  consortium  of  schools, 
whereby  we  tap  into  the  conferences  and  the  schools  themselves.  So 
in  case  there  is  an  opening,  we  go  right  to  the  conferences.  We  go 
right  to  the  folks  who  are  tapped  into  that. 

One  of  the  biggest  knocks  on  hiring  ethnic  or  women  in  positions 
is  they’re  not  qualified.  I  would  argue  that  if  you  g;o  out  there  and 
look  and  actively  dig  up  and  try  to  search  out  this  kind  of  issue,  you 
will  see  that  there’s  an  abundance  of  talent  and  opportunity  out 
there.  I  think  the  biggest  issue  is  that  the  level  playing  field  has  been 
shifted.  As  we  see  by  the  numbers,  it’s  quite  obvious  that  we  have  a 
lot  of  work  to  do.  Implementation  is  the  key.  Resources  are  a  key.  Ac¬ 
countability  and  responsibility  of  the  department  heads  from  the  top 
down,  from  presidents  and  athletic  directors  to  make  this  happen,  is 
the  only  way  this  is  going  to  happen. 

Once  hired,  keeping  them  is  another  aspect.  Retention  is  the  crit¬ 
ical  part,  I  think  having  a  role  model  in  place  is  a  key.  It’s  like  hav¬ 
ing  a  network  within  your  institution  to  retain.  It’s  almost  like  a 
buddy  system  or  mentoring,  once  these  individuals  do  get  to  your 
campus.  These  are  all  key  elements  that  have  to  be  played  out. 

I  had  an  opportunity  that  basically  was  going  to  integrate  with 
other  services  that  are  at  my  institution  to' help  recruit  and  retain 
ethnic  minorities.  There  also  is  another  way  you  can  do  this.  You  can 
grow  your  own.  I’ve  had  great  success  in  tapping  into  the  student- 
athlete  area  where  I’ve  said,  “If  you  want  a  fine  career,  you  should  get 
into  intercollegiate  athletics.  This  is  a  great  career.  How  about  you 
join  the  team?” 

These  are  all  areas  that  diversify  your  departments  from  within. 
These  are  all  things  that  haven’t  been  thought  up  overnight;  it’s 
things  we’ve  planned  and  researched.  If  there’s  any  way  I  can  help 
you  out  with  that,  I  would  be  glad  to  do  that. 

Mike  Gentile  (Empire  Athletic  Association):  I’ve  been  involved 
in  Division  III  athletics  for  about  10  days.  Prior  to  that,  I  spent  about 
10  years  in  Division  I  athletics.  I  was  kind  of  surprised  to  see  the 
University  of  Texas,  El  Paso,  minority  equity  plan  in  here  because  be¬ 
fore  I  left  El  Paso,  Texas,  I  had  a  large  part  directing  this.  Fortu¬ 
nately,  one  of  the  good  aspects  of  being  a  Division  I  administrator  is 
that  I  was  involved  in  drafting  both  gender  and  minority  in  two  areas 
of  teaching,  one  in  Buffalo,  New  York,  and  one  in  El  Paso,  Texas.  I’d 
just  like  to  point  out  a  few  things. 

If  you  do  draft  one,  the  first  thing  I  want  to  tell  you  is  to  research 
the  demographics  of  your  community  and  your  campus,  because  a 
minority  is  not  necessarily  a  minority.  If  you  look  at  the  first  page  of 
the  UTEP  plan,  you  see  that.  It  becomes  important  to  look  and  make 
sure  you’re  compliant  with  the  plan  because  if  you  use  demographics, 
then  it  becomes  more  of  a  benefit  to  your  students  and  your  student- 
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athlete  population  in  general. 

The  second  thing  I  would  ask  you  to  do  is  assess  and  evaluate 
your  plan.  Make  sure  that  you  really  work  the  plan.  A  lot  of  times 
you  end  up  developing  a  plan  because  somebody  tells  you  to.  It  kind 
of  defeats  the  purpose.  So  please,  do  it  for  the  right  reason  and  then 
put  it  into  effect. 

Once  you  do  have  a  plan,  don’t  leave  it  solely  up  to  the  human  re¬ 
source  people  to  put  it  into  effect  for  you.  The  people  who  become  in¬ 
volved  in  your  program  as  coaches  and  administrators  have  an  inter¬ 
est  in  your  athletes.  They’re  people  who  are  going  to  be  involved  with 
them  from  day  to  day.  You  want  to  make  sure  that  they  can  have  the 
best  possible  experience  they  can. 

Laura  Beck  (Lewis  and  Clark  College):  I  want  to  thank  the 
panel  for  its  hard  and  important  work.  The  one  thing  that  seems  to 
be  missing  in  our  discussion  is  the  reflection  of  gay  and  lesbian  ath¬ 
letes  and  administrative  staff.  It  seems  to  me  that  it’s  a  kind  of  don’t 
ask/don’t  tell  policy  at  the  NCAA  when,  in  fact,  many  of  our  athletes, 
staff  and  faculty  are  gay  and  lesbian.  When  you  are  just  discovering 
that  aspect  of  your  life,  a  student-athlete's  life  can  be  full  of  turmoil, 
and  for  some  people,  even  shame.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  panel  if  this 
has  come  up  in  your  discussion.  What  does  the  NCAA  do  in  terms  of 
nurturing  the  gay  or  lesbian  student-athlete? 

Ms,  Moulton;  I’m  not  sure  I  can  answer  that  for  you  completely 
because  the  panelists  themselves  come  from  varied  backgrounds. 
But  I  will  say  that  on  the  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics,  and  I 
think  David  would  echo  this,  certainly  it  is  something  that  we  have 
talked  about.  It  is  very  much  a  part  of  what  we  ensured  in  that  pol¬ 
icy  on  nondiscrimination  that  was  passed  yesterday.  For  a  long  time, 
we  felt  that  was  one  of  the  issues  that  was  really  sort  of  hanging  up 
the  fact  that  the  Association  could  not  vote  on  something  as  inclusive 
as  we  felt  needed  to  be. 

So  we  do  feel  that  while  it’s  an  important  step,  it’s  only  the  First 
step.  So  I  can  only  say  to  you  that  our  committee,  and  I’m  sure  that 
the  Minority  Opportunities  and  Interests  Committee,  will  be  looking 
at  this  issue.  I  think  that  gives  specific  answers  for  you  about  strate¬ 
gies. 

But  your  point  is  well  made  and  we  will  certainly  make  sure  that 
it  does  get  addressed.  I  think  if  you  have  some  specific  strategies, 
things  that  you  would  like  to  share  with  either  of  those  committees, 
but  particularly  the  Committee  on  Women’s  Athletics,  we  would  hope 
that  you  would  feel  free  to  do  that. 

Cela  Oceguera  (Studen-Athlete  Advisory  Committee):  I’d  like 
to  thank  you  for  bringing  that  up  and  apologize  for  not  looking  over 
that.  However,  this  poll  was  basically  for  minorities  and  women;  that 
was  the  focus.  From  a  student-athlete  perspective,  it  is  basically 
what  I  reiterated  earlier— athletic  departments  can  show  a  sincere 
interest  in  student-athletes  by  creating  a  comfort  level  for  all  mem¬ 
bers.  I  said  to  include  women  and  minorities.  I  should  have  added 
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people  with  different  sexual  preferences. 

Ms.  Moulton:  We  understand  that  the  Presidents  Council  has, 
in  fact,  requested  that  the  Division  III  membership  establish  a  com¬ 
mittee  that  will  look  at  this  issue  or  come  up  with  a  plan  to  address 
gender  and  ethnic  diversity,  Is  that  correct?  I  want  to  make  sure  I’m 
saying  the  right  thing.  So  you  certainly  will  be  hearing  much  more 
about  this.  We  want  to  raise  your  level  of  awareness.  There  are  many 
people  around  the  room  who  you  should  feel  free  to  talk  to  to  get 
questions  answered  and  advice  on  strategies  that  you  can  use. 

Thank  you  for  your  patience.  At  this  time,  I’ll  turn  the  micro¬ 
phone  back  to  President  Die.  Thank  you  all  very  much.  (Applause) 

Ms.  Die;  Thank  you  very  much,  Linda,  and  the  rest  of  the  panel 
members  also.  I  also  want  to  thank  those  who  are  members  in  the 
audience  who  came  to  the  microphones  to  talk  with  us.  I’m  sure  this 
session  will  help  our  members  and  our  governance  structure. 

I  know  it  has  been  a  long  day.  1  know  you’ve  given  careful  dis¬ 
cussion  and  thought  to  many  issues.  We  have  two  very  important 
panel  presentations  left,  one  on  deregulation  and  one  on  amateurism. 
We  want  to  give  them  as  much  time  as  possible  because  they  put  in 
a  great  deal  of  preparation  for  the  presentations.  We  will  take  a  10- 
minute  stretch  break.  We  will  reconvene  at  3:35. 

[Note:  A  recess  was  taken  from  3:25  to  3:35  p.m.] 

DEREGULATION  DISCUSSION 

Ms.  Die;  Our  panel  is  getting  ready  to  begin.  Would  you  please 
take  your  seats?  Thank  you  for  returning  to  your  seats. 

Our  next  session  will  focus  on  the  ongoing  deregulation  of  the  Di¬ 
vision  III  Manual.  This  is  another  important  priority  identified  in 
our  strategic  plan.  With  the  implementation  of  the  federated  gover¬ 
nance  structure,  our  division  now  has  the  ability  to  make  the  Manual 
reflect  more  directly  what  is  really  important  to  our  division  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  our  philosophy.  I  should  note  that  Divisions  II  and  I  are 
focusing  on  deregulation  as  well.  Our  Interpretations  and  Legisla¬ 
tion  Committee  has  coordinated  this  effort.  Members  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  are  here  to  update  you  on  the  work  that  has  been  accom¬ 
plished,  which  is  substantial,  as  well  as  to  review  the  work  that 
remains.  Leading  our  discussion  will  be  Suzanne  Coffey,  director  of 
athletics  at  Bates  College  and  chair  of  the  Interpretations  Commit¬ 
tee.  Suzanne.  (Applause) 

Suzanne  Coffey  (Bates  College):  Thank  you,  President  Die. 
Good  afternoon. 

It’s  my  pleasure  to  welcome  you  to  the  Division  III  forum  on 
deregulation.  I  hope  this  forum  will  give  you  a  sense  of  what  the  In¬ 
terpretations  and  Legislation  Committee  has  already  accomplished 
in  Divisions  I  and  II,  as  well  as  a  sense  of  what  lies  ahead  in  the 
deregulation  process. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  my  colleagues  on  the  Division  III  ILC. 
They  are  Stephen  Argo,  commissioner  of  the  Southern  Collegiate  Ath- 
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letic  Conference;  Lon  Boike,  athletic  director  at  Clarke  College;  Car¬ 
lyle  Carter,  executive  director  of  the  Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Ath¬ 
letic  Conference;  Susan  Chapman,  athletics  director  at  Worcester 
State  College;  and  Elizabeth  Sander,  former  student-athlete  at  Bryn 
Mawr  College.  Beverly  Klooster,  faculty  athletic  representative  from 
Calvin  College,  is  also  a  member  of  the  committee  but  is  not  able  to 
be  with  us  today.  Lon  Boike  and  Libby  Sander  will  begin  our  program 
this  afternoon  by  explaining  the  work  that  the  committee  has  already 
accomplished.  Lon. 

Lon  Boike  (Clarke  College):  Thank  you,  Suzanne.  As  part  of  its 
strategic  plan,  the  committee  was  charged  with  the  task  of  deregu¬ 
lating  Bylaws  10  through  17.  This  process  began  in  June  1998  and 
continues  with  the  presentation  of  the  committee’s  work  thus  far  at 
this  Convention.  The  committee  formed  a  philosophical  premise  to 
its  deregulation  efforts  prior  to  starting  Phase  II.  The  premise  was 
based  on  two  questions:  One,  is  the  legislation  relevant  to  Division 
III;  and  two,  is  the  legislation  consistent  with  the  Division  III  philos¬ 
ophy?  If  the  committee  answered  “no”  to  either  of  these  questions, 
the  specific  piece  of  legislation  was  closely  examined  for  possible 
elimination.  It  was  with  these  two  questions  in  mind  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  went  about  its  work. 

Libby  Sander  will  now  explain  the  two  phases  of  deregulation 
work. 

Libby  Sander  (Interpretations  and  Legislation  Committee): 
Thank  you,  Lon.  The  deregulation  process  was  broken  down  into  two 
phases.  Phase  I  focused  on  two  ideals:  the  elimination  of  legislation 
that  was  adopted  in  the  old  governance  structure  in  response  to  Di¬ 
vision  I  and  II  needs;  and  the  desire  to  make  the  Division  III  Manual 
specific  to  Division  III,  eliminating  references  to  Divisions  I  and  II 
where  applicable.  This  work  was  completed  and  submitted  to  the 
Management  Council  in  July  of  1998, 

Phase  II  of  the  deregulation  process  focused  on  three  ideals:  clar¬ 
ification  and  simplification  of  the  Manual;  elimination  of  legislation 
that  is  irrelevant  to  Division  III;  and  elimination  of  legislation  that  is 
inconsistent  with  Division  III  philosophy.  This  work  was  completed 
and  submitted  to  the  Management  Council  in  July  of  1999.  These  re¬ 
visions  were  placed  in  one  of  three  categories:  staff  editorial  revi¬ 
sions;  Management  Council  revisions;  and  substantive  revisions,  Pro¬ 
posals  59  through  79. 

Carlyle  Carter  will  now  briefly  review  the  deregulation  package 
to  be  voted  on  tomorrow  morning. 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
Thanks,  Libby. 

Staff  editorial  revisions  recommended  by  the  committee  were 
considered  to  be  minor  and  editorial  in  nature.  Examples  of  these  re¬ 
visions  include  changing  the  title  in  Bylaw  13,6.1  from  “General  Re¬ 
strictions”  to  “General  Regulations,”  consistent  with  similar  titles, 
and  changing  all  references  to  the  “NCAA  championship”  in  Bylaw  17 
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to  “NCAA  Division  III  championship”  where  possible. 

The  next  category  of  changes  in  Phase  II  are  the  Management 
Council  editorial  revisions.  These  revisions  were  approved  this  morn¬ 
ing  when  Appendix  F  of  the  blue  pages  of  the  Official  Notice  was  for¬ 
mally  approved.  The  committee  does  not  believe  that  these  revisions 
changed  the  scope  of  the  current  legislation. 

The  final  category  of  Phase  II  revisions  are  the  substantive  revi¬ 
sions  contained  in  Proposals  59  through  79,  These  are  revisions  that 
change  the  scope  of  the  current  legislation.  Let’s  examine  two  of 
these  proposals — Proposals  No.  71  and  No.  73.  Proposal  No.  71 
deletes  the  nonpermissible  list  set  forth  in  several  sections  of  Bylaw 
16.  This  proposal  removes  several  bylaws  that  set  forth  awards  or 
benefits  that  cannot  be  financed  by  an  institution.  The  committee 
agreed  that  the  list  of  permissible  awards  and  benefits  that  may  be 
financed  by  an  institution  is  exhausting.  Therefore,  if  an  activity  or 
award  is  not  listed  on  the  permissible  list,  it  is  not  permissible. 

Another  example  of  a  substantive  revision  is  Proposal  No.  73, 
which  also  deals  with  benefits  for  student-athletes.  This  proposal, 
which  amends  Bylaw  16.3  and  16.5,  is  intended  to  permit  institutions 
to  provide  benefits  to  student-athletes  only  if  such  benefits  are  pro¬ 
vided  to  students  in  general.  This  is  consistent  with  the  Division  III 
philosophy  that  student-athletes  should  not  be  treated  differently 
than  students  in  general.  Consistent  with  that  philosophy,  these  re¬ 
visions  will  clarify  legislation  that  permits  institutions  to  provide 
academic  support  services  to  student-athletes  as  provided  to  students 


in  general. 

All  these  revisions  were  reviewed  and  supported  by  the  Presi¬ 
dents  and  Management  Councils.  Suzanne  will  now  explain  to  you 
what  lies  ahead  for  the  committee’s  deregulation  efforts. 

Ms.  Coffey:  Thank  you,  Carlyle.  The  2000  Convention  was  the 
end  point  of  Phases  I  and  II,  but  certainly  not  the  end  of  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  deregulation  efforts.  The  committee  will  shift  its  focus  from  leg¬ 
islative  changes,  such  as  the  proposal  before  you  tomorrow,  to  the  for¬ 
mat  of  the  Division  III  Manual.  Division  III  format  issues  will  be  the 
committee’s  main  focus  in  the  next  year  or  two.  The  committee  has 
identified  four  key  format  issues  that  will  eventually  lead  to  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  a  true  Division  III  Manual. 

The  first  issue  is  the  creation  of  a  glossary  of  terms  with  defini¬ 
tions.  In  various  places  in  the  Manual,  specific  words  are  defined  but 
often  those  definitions  are  confusing  or  a  contradictory  definition  of 
the  same  word  is  elsewhere  in  the  Manual.  The  committee  hopes  to 
create  an  easy-to-find,  easy-to-read  glossary  of  terms  that  includes 
these  definitions.  An  example  of  such  a  glossary  entry  is  shown  on 
the  next  slide.  The  committee  hopes  that  such  a  glossary  would  make 
commonly  used  NCAA  words  or  phrases,  such  as  student-athlete  or 
practice  or  contest ,  etc.,  easier  to  find  and  easier  to  understand. 

The  second  Manual  format  issue  is  the  modification  of  bylaw 
numbering  and/or  sequencing.  During  its  review  of  Bylaws  10  to  17, 
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the  committee  noted  numerous  pitfalls  with  the  bylaw  format.  Two 
examples  are  found  in  Bylaw  13  and  Bylaw  17.  In  Bylaw  13,  all  of 
the  legislation  relating  to  transportation  for  official  visits  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  transportation  section,  for  example,  as  opposed  to  being 
in  the  official  visit  section,  the  most  logical  place  for  such  legislation. 

In  Bylaw  17,  there  is  very  little  consistency  with  regard  to  the 
particular  bylaws.  The  committee  agreed  that  it  would  be  helpful  to 
use  a  legislative  template  in  this  bylaw.  Using  this  template,  for  in¬ 
stance,  Bylaw  17-point-the  sport  ID  number-point-one  would  always 
be  the  length  of  playing  season.  Bylaw  17-point-the  sport  identifica¬ 
tion  number-point-two  would  always  be  preseason  practice  and  so  on. 
This  is  not  currently  the  case. 

The  third  Manual  format  issue  is  the  addition  of  key  references 
and  cross  references  to  various  bylaws.  Sometimes  it’s  more  impor¬ 
tant  to  review  several  different  pieces  of  legislation  applicable  to  a 
particular  situation.  The  committee  hopes  to  add  those  key  refer¬ 
ences  to  the  legislation  itself.  For  example,  when  determining 
whether  a  student-athlete  has  any  seasons  of  competition  remaining, 
it’s  helpful  to  review  the  minimum  criteria  when  using  a  season  of 
competition  found  in  14.2.4.1.  The  committee  hopes  that  these  addi¬ 
tions  would  make  it  easier  to  understand  this  and  other  legislation. 

The  final  Manual  format  issue  is  bylaw  language  or  semantics. 
Currently,  the  Manual  language  is  very  inconsistent.  For  example,  as 
shown  on  this  slide,  here  are  consecutive  bylaws  that  use  different 
language;  13.11.6  uses  the  negative  language  while  13.11.7  uses  the 
positive  language.  Consistent  language  would  make  the  Manual  eas¬ 
ier  to  understand.  The  end  result  of  the  completion  of  all  of  these  is¬ 
sues  is  the  creation  of  a  true  Division  III  Manual. 

As  the  committee  works  toward  this  ultimate  goal,  it  faces  sev¬ 
eral  challenges.  The  first  of  these  challenges  is  the  role  of  technology. 
How  would  technology  affect  the  Division  III  membership  from  a  leg¬ 
islative  standpoint?  One  of  the  concepts  being  considered  is  the 
placement  of  the  Manual  on  CD  Rom.  This  would  enable  the  mem¬ 
bership  to  use  computer  technology  to  access  the  Division  III  Manual. 
Another  concept  being  considered  is  the  availability  of  the  Manuals 
on  the  NCAA  Web  site.  This  would  permit  institutions  to  review  any 
of  the  three  Manuals  via  the  Internet. 

The  second  challenge  facing  the  committee  is  the  Manual  gap 
issue.  You  may  have  noticed  that  in  some  places  within  the  Manual, 
you  may  have  Bylaw  13.4,  for  example,  followed  by  13.4.2  or  13.6. 
The  gap  in  between  these  bylaws  indicates  that  Division  I  or  II  has  a 
division-specific  bylaw  that  does  not  apply  to  Division  III;  thus,  a 
Manual  “gap”  is  created.  Each  division  is  working  on  eliminating  all 
of  these  gaps.  However,  there  may  be  several  Association-wide  by¬ 
laws  that  will  remain,  such  as  13.4  being  recruiting  materials  in  all 
three  divisions. 

The  elimination  of  these  gaps  creates  several  challenges.  One 
such  problem  is  the  concept  of  a  different  bylaw  in  each  Manual  all 
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.  having  the  same  bylaw  citation.  For  example,  14.2  of  Division  I  may 
be  different  than  in  Division  II  and  may  be  different  still  in  Division 
'  III  But  what  does  this  mean  for  our  membership?  The  voting  lines 
\  in  the  Manual,  if  our  committee’s  actions  go  forward,  would  be  re¬ 
moved  as  all  of  the  Division  III  Manual  would  contain  the  legislation 

■  that  applies  directly  to  Division  III.  .  ,  ,  ,  , 

,  Another  challenge  faced  by  the  committee  is  the  creation  of  a  fed¬ 
erated  legislative  database.  Currently,  there  is  only  one  legislative 
database  that  contains  rules  interpretations  and  legislative  assis¬ 
tance  columns  for  all  three  divisions.  Plans  are  underway  to  create 
separate  legislative  databases  for  each  division.  The  NCAA  staff, 

-  with  help  from  this  committee,  will  be  asked  to  review  all  mterpreta- 

■  tions  to  determine  which  divisions  they  apply  to.  This  will  ensure 

that  division-specific  databases  will  be  created. 

The  fourth  challenge  facing  the  committee  is  the  creation  ot  a 
multidivision  reference  vehicle.  If  each  of  the  divisions  creates  its 
"  own  Manual  and  eliminates  the  gaps,  as  I’ve  mentioned  earlier,  y- 
'  laws  in  all  three  divisions  could  indeed  be  different.  This  would  ne¬ 
cessitate  the  creation  of  a  multidivision  reference  vehicle  that  in¬ 
cludes  legislation  from  all  three  divisions.  How  this  vehicle  will  be 
implemented  is  still  undetermined;  however,  it  will  be  a  key  part  in 

.  our  legislative  future.  ,  ,  .  ,  , 

Now  that  we’ve  reviewed  the  challenges  we  re  facing,  let  s  revic'v 
a  projected  time  line  of  when  these  challenges  will  be  overcome  With 
work  currently  underway  by  the  NCAA  staff,  it’s  projected  that  a  e- 
erated  legislative  database  could  be  implemented  by  August  of  2000. 
Also  in  August  of  2000,  the  issues  revolving  around  the  Manual  gaps 
should  be  completed.  The  final  two  challenges  are  projected  to  be 
completed  by  January  2001— the  federated  legislative  database  and 
the  multidivision  reference  vehicle.  We  hope  that  a  year  from  now  we 
will  be  able  to  provide  you  with  an  update  of  each  of  these  tasks 
much  like  we’ve  done  over  the  last  two  years  with  Phases  I  and  11  ot 

deregulatiom  ^  ^  ^  thank  you  for  atten(jing  and  for  staying  with 

us  this  afternoon.  I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  their  tireless  efforts  over  the  last  two  years.  I  would  like 
to  especially  recognize  Carlyle  Carter  and  Libby  Sander,  our  two  de¬ 
parting  committee  members,  for  their  valuable  assistance  in  this  pro¬ 
ject.  Both  of  you  will  be  greatly  missed.  (Applause) 

At  this  point,  the  committee  would  be  happy  to  entertain  any 
questions  that  may  have  arisen  during  this  session.  Thank  you  very 

mU<Ms  Die:  Our  thanks  to  the  Interpretations  and  Legislation 
Committee  for  its  careful  efforts.  We  can  all  benefit  from  a  Division 
III  Manual  that  more  directly  reflects  our  philosophy  and  is  more 
user-friendly.  I  know  your  work  is  not  always  easy,  but  it  has  been  a 
great  value  thus  far  to  our  membership.  We  look  forward  to  hearing 
from  you  and  hearing  of  your  future  efforts. 
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Would  the  designated  members  of  the  Amateurism  Task  Force  vi 
please  join  the  dais?  We’re  having  a  couple  of  technical  difficulties,’;*; 
but  these  apparently  can  be  taken  care  of.  You  can  go  ahead  and  turnv  I 
to  the  next-to-last  page  of  your  yellow  packet.  You’ll  see  the  agenda;*-* 
and  there’s  a  handout  on  the  last  page.  Our  visuals  are  coming;’  - 
they’re  just  not  quite  here  yet.  .  *  , 

I  think  you  will  find  this  next  discussion  topic  both  interesting  y 
and  challenging,  so  I  encourage  you  to  pay  attention  as  well  as  to  ; 
keep  an  open  mind.  Last  summer,  we  learned  that  Divisions  I  and  II  » 
had  begun  a  comprehensive  review  of  the  amateurism  regulations 
applicable  in  those  divisions.  The  Division  III  Management  and  Pres¬ 
idents  Councils  agree  that  such  an  effort  was  appropriate  for  our  di-  ? 
vision  as  well,  since  it  presented  an  opportunity  for  greater  deregu— 
lation  as  well  as  address  important  issues  of  student-athlete  welfare.  *  ‘ 
We  therefore  added  the  issue  to  our  strategic  plan  and  created  a  task  ¬ 
force  to  tackle  this  issue  head  on.  Chairing  the  task  force  is  Tom'  . 
Weingartner,  director  of  athletics  at  the  University  of  Chicago.  Tom 
has  had  extensive  experience  dealing  with  these  issues  on  the  Stu-  - 
dent-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee.  He  also  has  had  a  unique  i 
opportunity  to  serve  as  Division  III  liaison  to  the  amateurism  review 
efforts  underway  in  Divisions  I  and  II.  Tom  will  lead  our  discussion 
this  afternoon.  Tom.  (Applause) 

AMATEURISM  TASK  FORCE  DISCUSSION 

Tom  Weingartner  (University  of  Chicago):  Thank  you,  Presi¬ 
dent  Die.  We’re  down  to  the  committed  few,  and  we  appreciate  your 
patience.  We  will  try  to  be  brief  and  interesting.  I’m  joined  on  the 
dais  by  other  members  of  the  task  force.  I  want  to  introduce  them  to 
you:  JoAnn  Andregg,  associate  director  of  athletics,  University  of  St. 
Thomas;  Steve  Erber,  director  of  athletics  at  Muhlenberg  College; 
Sarah  Hatgas,  head  tennis  coach  at  Rhodes  College;  Lee  Pelton,  pres¬ 
ident  of  Willamette  University;  and  Les  Poolman,  athletics  director  at 
Dickinson  College.  Also  on  the  task  force  is  Melissa  Kelly,  who  could¬ 
n’t  be  with  us  today.  She  is  a  student- athlete  representative  from 
Hood  College;  Katherine  Keough,  president  of  St,  John  Fisher  Col¬ 
lege;  and  Randy  Town,  head  baseball  coach  at  Claremont  Mudd- 
Scripps  College. 

We  have  an  ambitious  agenda  in  introducing  the  issue  of  ama¬ 
teurism  to  the  Division  III  membership.  We  not  only  want  to  ac¬ 
quaint  you  with  members  of  the  task  force,  but  to  talk  about  several 
issues.  First,  the  rationale  for  the  task  force’s  existence;  secondly,  the 
task  force’s  time  line;  thirdly,  the  history  of  amateurism;  fourth,  the 
task  force’s  core  values;  five,  identify  Division  III  problems;  six,  Divi¬ 
sion  III  amateurism  precedence  on  amateurism  and  scenarios;  and  fi¬ 
nally,  we  hope  to  open  the  floor  to  questions  if  we  have  time. 

It  warrants  mentioning  that  this  task  force  has  only  met  once 
thus  far  and  needs  your  feedback,  comments  and  expressions  of  con¬ 
cern  at  the  end  of  this  session.  H.  L.  Langman  once  said  that  for 
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every  complex  problem,  there  is  a  simple  solution,  and  it  is  always 
wrong  We  want  to  steer  clear  of  eventually  recommending  the  wro  g 
solutions  to  any  problems  that  we  might  identify  with  amateurism. 

•  So  please  be  prepared  to  ask  some  questions  at  the  end  or  we  11  have 

t0  SBe1oCrewnegsterUwant  to  emphasize  that  the  task  force  has  only 
considered  the  issue  of  amateurism  as  it  relates  to  preenrollment 
that  is  to  say  prospective  students  before  they  enroll  in  college. 

:  is  also  true  for  the  Division  I  and  II  task  forces  on  amateurism.  At 
some  later  date,  we  will  return  for  discussion  of  amateurism  rules  for 
enrolled  college  students  and  determine  if  there  is  any  need  to 
change  Again,  today’s  discussion  addresses  only  amateurism  rules 
for  athletes  before  they  enroll  in  college.  That’s  important  to  remem- 

•  The  task  force  owes  its  existence  essentially  to  three  origins.  The 
NCAA  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee  has  for  a  number 
of  years  struggled  with  the  existing  NCAA  amateurism  rules,  and 
with  overly  harsh,  inconsistent  sanctions  it  has  been  required  to  im¬ 
pose  on  some  student-athletes.  Secondly,  Ced  Dempsey  has  estab¬ 
lished  as  one  of  his  key  initiatives  the  deregulation  of  NCAA  rulesin 
an  effort  to  enhance  student  welfare.  I  applaud  the  great  work  t 
the  Deregulation  Committee  has  done.  In  part,  this  effort  grows  out 

°f  ^Finally!  botli  Division  I  and  II  have  formed  similar  task  forces 
and  are  contemplating  perhaps  radical  changes  to  their  division  am¬ 
ateurism  rules.  So  in  order  to  anticipate  and  respond  to  the  P°ss’hie 
changes  in  amateurism  rules  at  the  Division  I  and  II  level,  and  a  so 
to  review  our  current  rules  regarding  amateurism  from  a  perspective 
of  both  student-athlete  welfare  and  deregulation,  this  task  force  has 
done  its  work  to  think  broadly  about  amateurism  issues 

Regarding  our  work  in  the  coming  months,  in  July  °f  99,  the 
Management  Council  approved  a  two-year  time  frame  for  the  task 
force  to  complete  its  work.  Consequently,  we  don  t  anticipate  bring¬ 
ing  forth  to  the  membership  possible  legislative  proposals  unt  1 
Convention  in  2002,  with  further  discussion  anticipated  for  the  2001 

C°nOnnthr  screen,  you  will  see  four  points  regarding  the  history  of 
amateurism.  They  are  provided  simply  to  suggest  that  the 
struggled  with  this  issue  ever  since  its  inception,  never  fully  getting 
our  arms  around  the  problem.  The  first  slide  addresses  the  d,mculty 
of  imposing  sanctions  regarding  violations  of  amateurism  that  allows 
even  then  for  quote,  technical,  unintentional,  or  youthful  infractions 
of  a  rule  These  kinds  of  technical  and  unintentional  infractions  are 
precisely  the  kinds  of  violations  we  most  often  see  on  the  Committee 

for  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement.  .  .  .  =  nf 

The  second  slide  draws  our  attention  to  the  interesting  oripns  ot 
amateurism,  which  has  its  roots  in  the  elitist  English  notion  of  class. 
The  version  at  that  time  allowed  the  common  working  man  to  par- 
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tlc,l?ate  in  w^at  was  then  an  upper-class  and  gentile  pursuit  of  com- 
petitive  sport. 

The  third  slide  highlights  Major  Griffith’s  remarks  at  the  1925 
Convention,  suggesting  just  how  difficult  the  issue  of  amateurism 
was  and  continues  to  be. 

Finally,  the  fourth  slide  identifies  the  historical  twilight  zone  at¬ 
tached  in  trying  to  sort  out  the  problems  related  to  the  definition  of 
amateurism.  Again,  our  students’  infractions  very  often  fall  in  this 
twilight  zone. 

The  task  force  has  decided  at  its  recent  meeting  to  undertake  a 
two-prong  approach  to  the  consideration  of  amateurism.  The  first , 
prong  will  be  to  consider  our  Division  III  philosophy  and  core  values 
and  attempt  to  develop  recommendations  regarding  amateurism 
rules  consistent  with  what  is  right  for  Division  III 

The  second  prong  will  be  to  monitor  and  assess  the  changes  in  Di- 
visions  I  and  II  and  to  analyze  any  possible  impact  they  might  have 
on  Division  III  rules  and  regulations  regarding  amateurism  It 
shows  we  want  to  do  what  is  right  for  Division  III  and  our  unique  an- . 
proach  to  athletics  and  higher  education,  but  we  also  want  to  live  in 
the  real  world  and  be  mindful  of  the  impact  differences  in  Divisions 
I,  II  and  III  might  have  in  the  membership. 

Finally,  the  task  force  has  identified  four  important  Division  III 
core  values  to  keep  in  mind  as  we  consider  the  issue  of  amateurism 
the  first  is  clarity,  common  sense,  and  consistency  of  rules;  the  sec- 
on  .  student-athlete  welfare;  the  third,  competitive  fairness;  and  the 
fourth,  consistency  with  the  Division  III  philosophy. 

n,  ^  tpe.ead’  we’re  going  to  challenge  you  with  some  issues  to  think 
about.  But  for  now,  I  would  like  to  turn  the  mike  over  to  JoAnn  An- 

JoAnn  Wh°  W1  ta  k  ab°Ut  speciflc  Division  III  problems. 

JoAnn  Andregg  (University  of  St.  Thomas,  Minnesota):  Thank 

Amatp0™  Mt  Jb-bp1S  t0  ldentlfy  for  you  the  five  problems  that  the 
Amateurism  Task  D>rce  sees  currently  in  regard  to  Division  III  ama¬ 
teurism  rules.  The  first  of  those  problems  is  that  the  current  rules  do 

JfaldmtMhlU6  Dl,V,1S1°n  J/1  Ph|i°sophy  regarding  deregulation  and 

dent-athlete  welfare.  If  you  read  your  mission  statement  for  Di¬ 
vision  III  it  does  encourage  participation  by  maximizing  the  number 
and  variety  of  athletics  opportunities  for  our  students.  More  impor¬ 
tantly  it  assures  that  student-athletes  are  not  treated  differently 
from  other  members  of  the  general  student  body.  * 

If  I  am  a  prodigy  in  piano,  and  before  I  enter  college,  if  I  decide  to 
nntt££  man°  COn?etlt,.°n  a?,d  1  Set  money  for  that  competition,  that  is 

£ot  held  agams,t  me  V^o  ege'  Therefore,  my  abilities  in  piano  are 
not  held  against  me.  Whereas  an  athlete  does  not  have  the  same  op¬ 
portunity  You  ve  heard  the  committee  before  us  talk  about  deregu¬ 
lation  and  the  fact  that  all  of  our  rules  are  being  scrutinized  currently 
with  regard  to  the  intent,  purpose  and  consistency. 

Problem  No.  2,  our  current  rules  lack  clarity,  consistency  and 
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common  sense,  as  you’ve  just  heard  from  Tom.  For  example,  if  you 
take  the  time  to  look  at  the  definition  of  professional  in  the  Division 
III  Manual,  you  will  read  that  it  includes  any  person  who  receives 
payment.  The  problem  with  that  particular  rule  is  there  are  10  ex- 

■  emptions  to  the  amateurism  rule.  You  can  find  those  10  exemptions 
on  page  57  and  page  58  of  the  Division  III  Manual. 

>  The  Division  III  Manual  points  out  the  line  of  demarcation  to  tell 
a  professional  from  a  nonprofessional.  This  is  no  longer  the  case. 
Amateurism  is  not  a  light  switch,  but  rather  it  seems  in  this  day  and 
age  to  be  a  general  continuum. 

Problem  No.  3  is  that  currently  the  most  severe  sanctions  are  ap- 
.  plied  to  student-athletes  who  intend  to  professionalize.  It  is  a  real 
problem  for  the  NCAA  staff  and  the  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement 
Committee  to  evaluate  intent  to  professionalize.  The  reason  I  am  on 
the  amateurism  task  force  is  that  my  passion  grew  out  of  the  topic  be- 

■  cause  I  was  sparked  by  my  experiences  dealing  with  the  Student- 
Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee  and  trying  to  define  the  term  “in¬ 
tent  to  professionalize.”  Currently,  an  athlete  merely  has  to  sign  a 
contract  and  that  is  deemed  intent  to  professionalize. 

Currently,  if  a  prospective  student-athlete  talks  with  an  agent, 
signs  with  an  agent,  or  tries  out  with  a  professional  team,  even  if  they 
get  cut  on  their  first  day  of  tryouts,  this  is  termed  intent  to  profes¬ 
sionalize.  The  problems  I  have  had  on  the  committee  do  not  deal  with 
the  number  of  cases  I  have  had  in  this  area,  but  rather  the  heart¬ 
breaking  situation  it  creates  when  you  deem  an  individual  ineligible 
for  life  in  that  particular  sport. 

Problem  No.  4,  the  current  sanctions  are  too  severe  for  some  am¬ 
ateurism  violations.  An  example  would  be  if  a  Division  III  prospect 
signs  a  professional  contract,  tries  out  and  gets  cut,  that  individual 
does  lose  all  eligibility  in  that  sport  for  life.  Usually,  when  a  prospect 
enters  into  that  contract,  they  have  no  idea  of  the  ramifications  of 
their  actions.  The  other  problem  I  have  found  in  dealing  with  the 
Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee  is  that  we  currently  have 
no  way  of  dealing  with  or  addressing  mitigating  factors. 

Problem  No.  5,  the  current  amateurism  rules  attempt  to  control 
the  activities  of  prospects  and  organizations  over  whom  the  NCAA 
has  no  direct  control.  There  is  an  unrealistic  assumption  that  these 
individuals  and  organizations  should  have  knowledge  of  NCAA  rules. 
Most  of  you  in  this  room  have  experienced  that  if  you’ve  ever  talked 
about  NCAA  eligibility  rules  with  a  foreign  student-athlete. 

Lastly,  as  we  all  know,  I  will  talk  about — as  the  saying  goes — the 
devil  in  the  details.  Our  committee  is  going  to  be  looking  at  several 
different  areas  of  analysis.  This  is  not  an  exhaustive  list.  I  am  sure 
that  our  committee  will  take  many  side  trips  in  bringing  forth  legis¬ 
lation  concerning  these  next  six  topics.  The  first  one  is  permissible 
forms  of  pay.  An  example  would  be  expense  money,  prize  money  and 
educational  stipends.  These  are  currently  forms  of  pay  that  do  exist 
out  there  now. 
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Point  No.  2  would  be  the  signing  of  a  professional  contract,  with 
or  without  an  agent,  and  entering  the  draft.  As  you  know,  in  some 
sports,  you  have  to  put  your  name  in  the  draft;  in  other  sports,  you' 
are  drafted  without  your  knowledge. 

Fourth,  competing  with  professionals.  Currently,  your  athletes- 
may  compete  against  professionals  but  they  cannot  compete  with  pro- 
fessionals. 

Five  is  the  acceptance  of  pay  for  a  prospect’s  athletics  reputation. 
And  six,  an  organized  competition  rule  that  addresses  competitive  ex- 
perience  prior  to  collegiate  enrollment  but  certainly  after  high-school 
graduation. 

I  will  now  turn  over  the  podium  to  Jennifer  Strawley,  who  is  a  - 
student-athlete  reinstatement  representative  from  the  NCAA. 

Jennifer  Strawley  (NCAA  Staff):  Thank  you,  JoAnn.  It  is  im¬ 
portant  for  Division  III  to  look  at  the  amateurism  issue  from  a  Divi¬ 
sion  III  perspective.  However,  at  the  same  time,  we  must  be  aware  of 
the  possible  impact  of  changes  within  Division  I  and  II.  As  Tom 
stated  earlier,  both  the  Division  I  Subcommittee  on  Amateurism  and 
Agents  and  the  Division  II  Amateurism  Project  Team  are  proposing 
significant  changes  to  the  current  amateurism  legislation.  Their 
deregulation  centers  on  the  adoption  of  an  organized  competition 
rule.  I  will  explain  this  rule  in  more  detail  on  the  next  slide;  however, 
the  purpose  of  this  rule  is  to  address  the  individual’s  competitive  ex¬ 
periences  post  high-school  graduation  and  prior  to  collegiate  enroll¬ 
ment. 

I’m  not  going  to  go  into  too  much  detail  regarding  how  Division  I 
and  II  reached  their  consensus  in  regard  to  deregulation;  however,  I 
will  tell  you  they  took  very  different  paths  and  ended  up  with  similar 
proposals.  The  areas  of  deregulation  that  both  Divisions  I  and  II  are 
proposing  are  to  allow  prospective  student-athletes  to  accept  prize 
money  based  on  their  place  finish;  to  allow  a  prospective  student-ath¬ 
lete  to  place  his  or  her  name  on  a  professional  draft  list;  to  allow  a 
prospect  to  sign  a  contract  with  a  professional  team;  to  allow  a 
prospective  student-athlete  to  participate  on  a  professional  team;  and 
to  allow  a  prospective  student-athlete  to  accept  pay  for  other  forms  of 
competition  for  their  athletics  participation.  I  will  express,  as  Tom 
said  at  this  time,  that  currently  all  these  proposals  deal  only  with  in- 
dividual  activities  prior  to  collegiate  enrollment. 

Now,  with  this  deregulation,  both  Division  I  and  Division  II  are 
looking  to  adopt  an  organized  competition  rule,  which  will  serve  as 
^er.c,°,rners^one  ^or  deregulation.  The  specifics  of  this  rule  are 
as  follows.  After  an  individual  graduates  from  high  school,  if  they 
compete  in  organized  competition,  they  will  be  charged  with  a  season 
of  competition  for  each  year  of  organized  competition  they  participate 
in.  In  addition,  upon  enrollment,  they  must  fulfill  an  academic  year 
in  residence.  Let  me  give  you  an  example. 

An  individual  graduates  from  high  school  in  the  spring  of  2000 
and  then  competes  as  an  amateur  on  the  tennis  circuit  or  with  dereg- 
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‘  ulation  as  a  professional  on  the  tennis  circuit  and  then  enrolls  at  an 
NCAA  Division  I  or  II  institution  in  the  fall  of  2002.  They  must  first 
sit  for  an  academic  year  in  residence  and  then  will  have  two  seasons 
.of  competition  within  their  five-year  or  10-semester  clock  inasmuch 
as  they  will  be  charged  the  two  seasons  for  their  participation  prior 
;  to  collegiate  enrollment. 

Let  me  shift  gears  slightly  and  share  with  you  some  actual  Divi¬ 
sion  III  precedent  regarding  this  task  force  area  of  analysis.  The  first 
area  I  am  going  to  discuss  is  prize  money.  In  this  case,  the  student- 
athlete  receives  $50  based  on  his  place  finish  in  a  road  race.  His  eli¬ 
gibility  was  reinstated  after  he  repaid  $50.  In  the  next  case,  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  accepted  $500  based  on  her  place  in  skiing  races.  Again, 
eligibility  was  reinstated  after  she  repaid  the  money.  As  you  can  see 
in  these  examples,  the  simple  repayment  of  the  money  brings  back  an 
individual’s  amateur  status. 

Look  at  the  next  example.  It  involves  two  individuals  who  par- 
.  ticipated  in  the  1996  Summer  Olympics.  Both  swimmers  qualified  to 
receive  $80,000  based  on  their  place-finish  from  both  the  USOC  and 
USA  Swimming.  The  first  individual  accepted  the  prize  money  inas¬ 
much  as  she  came  from  a  family  of  somewhat  moderate  means,  and 
the  expenses  are  quite  significant  to  swim  at  this  level.  Although  to 
date  no  reinstatement  request  has  been  submitted,  at  a  minimum, 
she  would  be  required  to  repay  this  money. 

The  second  individual,  who  also  competed  in  the  1996  Summer 
Olympics  and  qualified  to  receive  $80,000,  declined  this  prize  money 
and  she  is  currently  participating  at  an  NCAA  institution.  The  ques¬ 
tion  the  task  force  is  currently  looking  at  is:  In  the  acceptance  of  this 
money,  what  separates  these  two,  when,  in  fact,  they  had  the  same 
competitive  experiences  leading  up  to  their  collegiate  enrollment? 

The  next  area  of  analysis  involves  the  signing  of  a  professional 
contract.  The  student-athlete  reinstatement  staff  views  these  as  the 
epitomized  example  of  a  failed  professional.  In  this  case,  the  prospect 
signed  a  baseball  contract  with  a  minor  league  team.  The  contract 
did  include  a  $10,000  signing  bonus;  however,  the  prospect  was  re¬ 
leased  from  the  team  and  never  competed  and  never  accepted  any 
money. 

As  JoAnn  and  Tom  both  stated  earlier,  the  current  analysis  for 
the  student-athlete  reinstatement  staff  and  the  Student-Athlete  Re¬ 
instatement  Committee  centers  on  the  individual’s  intent  to  profes¬ 
sionalize,  Admittedly,  this  is  a  somewhat  subjective  analysis;  how¬ 
ever,  basing  it  on  behaviors,  the  act  of  signing  a  contract  shows  one’s 
intent  to  professionalize.  Therefore,  as  in  this  case,  his  eligibility  was 
not  reinstated. 

In  the  next  example,  the  individual  again  signed  a  contract  and 
agreed  to  receive  a  monthly  payment  of  $650.  The  student-athlete 
was  released  from  the  team  and  never  received  any  compensation 
and  never  competed.  Again,  because  he  showed  clear  intent  to  pro¬ 
fessionalize  by  signing  this  contract,  they  have  further  lost  their  eli- 
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gibility  at  an  NCAA  institution. 

The  final  area  of  analysis  that  we’re  going  to  look  at  today  in¬ 
volves  competition  with  professionals.  In  this  case,  the  prospect  com¬ 
peted  in  16  contests  with  a  professional  soccer  team.  The  prospect 
did  not  sign  a  contract  and  received  $300  in  actual  and  necessa^  ex¬ 
penses.  The  key  point  to  this  precedent  is  that  the  individual  did  not 
sign  a  contract.  By  not  signing  a  contract,  they  never  showed  a  clear 
intent  to  professionalize  themselves  and  did  not  cross  the  threshold 
of  not  warranting  reinstatement.  The  student-athlete  was  withheld 
from  25  percent  in  order  to  address  the  16  contests  they  competed  m 
at  the  professional  level. 

At  this  point,  I’m  going  to  turn  the  podium  over  to  Les  Poolman, 
who  will  lead  the  audience  into  a  discussion  and  pose  some  questions 
the  task  force  is  currently  contemplating.  Again,  as  Tom  stated,  we 
are  interested  in  your  feedback  and  looking  for  your  ideas  regarding 
amateurism. 

Les  Poolman  (Dickinson  College):  Thank  you,  Jen.  The  com¬ 
mittee  felt  it  imperative  that  you,  the  membership,  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  make  comments  and  publicly  engage  in  a  productive  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  issues.  We  are  particularly  interested  in  your  thoughts 
and  perceptions  with  regard  to  athletes  receiving  prize  money,  sign¬ 
ing  a  professional  contract  or  participating  in  a  professional  draft.  To 
precipitate  and  stimulate  some  discussion,  even  at  this  late  time  of 
the  day,  we  will  provide  you  on  the  screen  with  four  questions  that  we 
began  to  wrestle  with  as  a  committee  at  our  initial  meeting  last 
month. 

Specifically,  we  wrestled  with  the  distinction  between  acts  that 
ordinarily  do  not  necessarily  affect  competitive  equity,  such  as  ac¬ 
cepting  prize  money,  being  drafted,  and  signing  a  contract,  compared 
to  those  acts  that  do  provide  a  competitive  advantage,  for  example, 
competing  on  a  professional  team.  So  we  go  through  the  four  ques¬ 
tions  and  then  we’ll  go  back  one  by  one.  I  really  hope  that  you  will 
participate  in  this  discussion. 

The  first  question,  as  you  can  see:  Why  does  the  acceptance  of 
prize  money  make  a  prospective  student-athlete  inappropriate  for  Di¬ 
vision  III  programs?  Second  question:  Why  does  the  repayment  of 
the  prize  money  return  an  individual  to  amateur  status?  Third:  Why 
does  the  act  of  signing  a  professional  contract  or  placing  your  name 
in  the  draft  make  a  prospective  student-athlete  inappropriate  for  Di¬ 
vision  III  programs?  (Laughter)  I  was  imported  to  continue  this. 

The  fourth  question:  Does  the  adoption  of  an  organized  competi¬ 
tion  rule  address  competitive  equity?  I’d  like  to  reiterate  also  that  we 
are  only  in  the  early  stages  of  potential  deregulation,  and  indeed, 
none  of  us  are  committed  to  any  particular  direction.  So  I  urge  you 
to  step  up  to  the  microphone  and  let  us  hear  your  thoughts.  Let’s  go 
back  to  the  first  question. 

Arleigh  Dodson  (Northwest  Conference):  You’ve  already  given 
us  the  phrase  “generally  available  to  student  body,”  “use  of  athletic 
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nhilitv”  Article  15  Bylaw  15.  Consistency.  It  seems  to  me  we  have  a 
SnSent  philosophy,  cited  20.  U-tf).  What  do  you  do  with  the  second 

one?  What  did  you  do  about  it?  Do  you  pay  “  *>«*•  h  d 

Mr  Poolman:  Thank  you  very  much.  Lets  go  to  tne  seconu 
question.  Any  comments?  Okay,  let’s  try  the  third  question  m  case 

“^iXoniTsTu^a  repeat  of  the  first  question ,  and  it's  the 
same  answer  They’re  using  their  athletic  ability.  Just  like  we 
ArUcle  llTust  like  we  do  across  the  board.  They're  prefcsionala 
J«1  .  Roe-Sumner  (NCAA  Staff):  Currently  wrth  .tudentcath. 

;ece™e  a  couple  af  hundred  dollars  but  usually  their  expenses  are 
nlnnciihle  whatever  the  prize  money  is  they  receive. 

P  When  they  come  through  the  reinstatement  P™c^,  the  prece- 

“rEonlls' is  permissible  under  Bylaw  12,  the  only  violat.cn  they 

““EL*  Dodson'nWejust  had  a  pS  before  your  panel.  Here's  the 
Mr.  Dodson,  vv  j  h  leveled  out  to  where 

thiliTwf  we  med'to  Ulustrate  that  in  the  Manual,  As,  for  example 
S  Jking  about  pay.  Pay  is  in  Article  12  If  we  look  spec.fcaUy 

at  itemized  inddenUl  expenses,  we -  £ J  num¬ 

ber  right  away  you  feel,  wait  a'minute.  Vet  all  three  are  the  ideutn 
cal  topic  and  that  is  unitemized  incidental  expenses.  So  firs  g 

nUmTwoS  weare  talking,  are  we  not,  about  mitigating  factors  That’s 

what  your  committee  does.  You  look  at  those  miti%1"|  “^at 
you  make  a  decision.  The  answer  there  is  do  we  really  set  le  on  what 
the  mitigating  factors  are,  if  there  are  any  important  mitigating  lac 

tors  generally  available  to  the  student  body.  One  thing  we  don  t  talk 
enough  about  is  incidental  to  participation  in  ^tercoll^a^daotht^ 
Let’s  get  that  out.  Let’s  talk  about  what  is  required  to  do  that 
and  then  the  solution  is  to  have  your  database,  to  have  it  when  y 

deaYou  nfmed  one  in  the  case,  if  it  had  been  an  Article  16  expense, 
you  would  have  gone  to  the  Management  Council  two .thirds  rnajori  y 
*  ic  iQ  q0  cppms  to  me  it  s  an  obvious  route  to  go.  1  tninx  tne 

^StSs^si,  down  together 

where  they’re  going  and  get  that  overlaymg  thread  and  make 
work-in  this  ai  Dejegate;  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the  question 
is,  does  the  NCAA  have  a  right  to  tell  people  before  they  enroll  in 
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school  what  their  behavioral  patterns  would  be?  Secondly,  are  we 
prepared  to  give  them  all  the  information  they  need  to  make  a  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  when  you’re  a  14-year-old,  do  you  take  this?  Is  it  indeed 
making  you  ineligible? 

Third,  getting  back  to  the  Olympic  ideal,  only  the  wealthy  can  be 
amateurs.  Because  if  you  use  the  Olympic  swimmer  as  an  example, 
the  one  who  could  afford  it  stayed  amateur  and  the  one  who  couldn’t 
had  to  turn  pro.  With  the  draft  situation  here,  some  athletes  are  in 
the  draft  whether  they  like  it  or  not  and  they  have  an  idea  where  they 
stand;  i.e.,  baseball  and  ice  hockey.  Others  who  put  their  name  in  the 
draft,  basketball  and  football,  risk  their  amateur  status. 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
We’re  dealing  with  a  social  redefinition  of  what  an  amateur  and  what 
a  professional  is.  As  much  as  we  may  or  may  not  like  it,  I  grew  up 
idolizing  Olympic  athletes.  Now,  with  the  intrusion  of  professional 
athletes  into  the  Olympic  movement,  I’m  not  sure  who’s  a  profes¬ 
sional  and  who’s  an  amateur.  I  know  that  at  the  Division  III  level,  we 
don’t  expect  our  student-athletes  to  be  professional  athletes.  Isn’t  it 
all  based  on  sports-specific  professionalism?  If  you  are  a  road  racer 
and  you  earn  prize  money  as  a  road  racer  but  you  want  to  participate 
as  a  baseball  player,  there’s  no  effect,  correct?  So  is  that  student  a 
professional,  or  are  they  an  amateur? 

This  committee’s  got  a  lot  of  work  ahead  of  it  because  we’re  look¬ 
ing  at  redefining  amateurism  based  on  what  our  society  is  doing,  be¬ 
cause  we’re  not  getting  these  kids  from  another  planet.  They’re  com¬ 
ing  out  of  our  society.  We’ve  got  to  decide  whether  or  not  the 
redefinition  of  what  an  amateur  and  professional  is  going  to  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  us.  I  wish  you  a  lot  of  luck. 

Mr.  Poolman:  I  think  you’re  right.  I  think  we  do  have  a  lot  of 
work.  I  think  we’ve  barely  scratched  the  surface  in  our  initial  meet¬ 
ing  and  one  conference  call.  But  we  really  do  need  your  input.  As  you 
leave  here  and  think  about  some  of  these  topics,  if  you  will  send  us  an 
e-mail,  communicate  with  us  somehow  as  we  move  on. 

Gloria  Scott  (Bennett  College):  Both  committees  have  brought 
some  very  pointed  and  very  stiff  issues.  Carlyle’s  comment  in  saying 
that  he  wished  you  well  struck  me  to  say  he  wishes  all  of  us  well. 
You’re  comment  about  input.  I  think  each  of  the  cases,  perhaps 
there’s  a  way  that  the  NCAA  can  create  some  interactive  Web  sites  so 
that  institutions  can  go  to  those  and  put  comments  and  questions  in 
right  away  without  having  to  go  to  pencil  and  paper  back  and  forth, 
and  realize  there’s  a  way  of  collecting  data  and  interact  with  it.  Then 
all  of  us  could  be  in  on  the  position  and  we  can  have  discussions.  We 
all  know  about  amateurism,  etc.  So  if  those  two  committee  areas  are 
opened  up  to  do  some  interactive  Web  sites,  I  think  that  would  be 
very  good  and  give  us  some  instant  information. 

Mr.  Poolman:  That’s  an  excellent  point.  Thank  you  very  much. 
Hopefully,  the  NCAA  staff  can  answer. 

Jennifer  Strawley  (NCAA  Staff):  I  will  comment  on  that.  We 
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are  looking  to  follow  this  up  with  an  article  in  The  NCAA  News  to 
keep  you  up-to-date  on  what’s  going  on.  In  addition,  we’ll  try  to  get 
an  amateurism  click  on  the  Web  site  where  you  can  go  specifically  to 
interact.  So  we  are  working  on  that. 

Mr.  Poolman:  At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  turn  it  back  over  to 
Tom  Weingartner,  who  will  give  us  some  concluding  remarks.  Thank 
you  very  much  for  staying.  (Applause) 

.  Tom  Weingartner  (University  of  Chicago):  Thank  you  very 
much  for  your  attention.  We  are  going  to  develop  a  communication 
plan — l  hate  that  kind  of  language,  but  for  lack  of  a  better  term--to 
attempt  to  get  back  out  to  the  membership  to  continue  to  consider 
these  issues.  They  are  very  difficult  issues  and  issues  that  are  being 
grappled  with  at  the  Division  I  and  II  level  as  well  as  our  level.  So 
we  will  do  our  best  to  give  you  the  byproduct  of  our  best  thinking  and 
attempt  to  get  feedback  from  you  through  various  mediums  and  then 
continue  to  talk  about  this  at  the  next  Convention. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  patience.  I  will  turn  the  podium 

back  over  to  President  Die. 

Ms.  Die:  Thank  you  very  much.  I’ll  ask  the  members  ot  the 
panel  to  remain  while  we  complete  our  session  today.  My  sincere 
thanks  to  them  for  serving  on  the  task  force  for  a  very  interesting, 
challenging  and  complex  area.  I  urge  all  of  you  to  think  about  the  im¬ 
portant  questions  and  issues  you’ve  just  heard,  especially  in  light  of 
our  Division  III  philosophy.  Please  watch  the  evolution  of  this  issue 
over  the  next  two  years  and  forward  your  feedback  to  the  task  force 
and  the  governance  structure. 

I  have  been  informed  of  no  other  topics  of  interest  that  the  dele¬ 
gates  wish  to  discuss.  I  see  no  one  at  the  microphones.  Let  me 
remind  you  that  we  will  reconvene  our  Division  III  business  session 
tomorrow  at  8  a.m.  in  this  room.  Tomorrow,  we  will  address  the  re¬ 
maining  proposals.  Those  all  will  be  paddle  votes  and  we  will  con¬ 
sider  many  of  them  as  a  package.  We  will  also  elect  our  new  Man¬ 
agement  Council  members. 

The  remainder  of  the  morning  will  focus  on  two  discussion  topics. 
First  will  be  a  discussion  regarding  athletics  performance  enhance¬ 
ments.  Student-athlete  welfare  remains  a  priority  for  the  division. 
This  discussion  should  draw  attention  to  a  relevant  health  and  safety 
issue  and  provide  data  regarding  athletic  performance  enhancements 
and  implications  for  the  Division  III  athletic  community.  Dr.  Gary 
Green  of  UCLA  will  lead  that  session.  It  should  prove  to  be  very  m- 
tere  sti  ng. 

Second,  we  will  hear  a  presentation  regarding  a  recently  com¬ 
pleted  study  on  NCAA  public  relations.  This  discussion  will  include 
the  Association’s  new  public  affairs  plan.  The  plan  will  directly  affect 
Division  III.  So  I  encourage  your  attendance  tomorrow  morning.  I  do 
thank  you  for  your  attention  and  participation  today.  As  you  depart, 
please  leave  your  voting  machines  behind.  There  have  been  several 
suggestions  as  to  what  we  should  do  with  them,  (Laughter)  We 
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stand  adjourned. 

[The  Division  III  business  session  was  adjourned  at  4:38  p.m.] 

Tuesday  Morning,  January  11,  2000 

OPENING  REMARKS 

Ms,  Die:  The  Division  III  business  session  will  come  to  order.  We 
need  to  move  through  our  legislation  because  I  know  there  will  be  in¬ 
dividuals  who  have  planes  to  catch  and  we  want  to  get  as  much  done 
as  possible  and  have  an  opportunity  for  presentations  and  discussion. 

Good  morning  and  welcome  to  this  morning’s  business  session  for 
Division  III.  I  would  like  briefly  to  review  this  morning’s  schedule  as 
reflected  on  page  13  of  the  Convention  Program.  We  are  scheduled  to 
meet  until  11  a.m.  this  morning  and  we  will  focus  on  four  primary 
topics. 

First,  we  will  consider  Proposal  Nos.  59  through  94  from  the  Con¬ 
vention  Notice.  That  is  a  significant  legislative  agenda  before  us. 
However,  we  will  conduct  paddle  votes  for  all  of  those  proposals.  We 
will  consider  many  of  them  in  groups.  We  hope  to  begin  that  portion 
of  the  agenda  in  about  one  hour.  As  he  did  so  ably  yesterday,  John 
Biddiscombe  again  will  preside  over  that  portion  of  our  agenda. 

After  we  conclude  our  legislative  agenda,  we  will  elect  our  new 
Management  Council  members.  The  process  should  take  just  a  few 
minutes.  Then  we  will  begin  our  morning  discussions.  The  first  ses¬ 
sion  will  feature  Dr.  Gary  Green  of  UCLA  and  will  focus  on  the  issue 
of  athletics  performance  enhancements.  We’ve  scheduled  about  an 
hour  for  that  session.  This  issue  directly  affects  the  welfare  of  our 
student-athletes,  as  well  as  the  competitive  equity  within  our  divi¬ 
sion,  so  I  urge  you  to  attend  this  session. 

In  our  second  discussion  session,  we  will  hear  the  results  of  the 
recent  NCAA  public  relations  study  and  review  the  Association’s  new 
public  affairs  plan.  We  will  keep  things  relevant  by  focusing  directly 
on  findings  and  initiatives  related  to  Division  HI.  This  is  important 
new  information  that  has  not  yet  been  released,  and  I  know  you  will 
find  it  interesting.  That  session  should  last  about  45  minutes. 

After  the  public  affairs  session  concludes,  we  will  open  the  win¬ 
dow  for  legislative  reconsideration  in  case  anyone  has  a  change  of 
heart  related  to  this  morning’s  proposals.  Finally,  we  will  open  the 
floor  for  any  questions  if  time  permits.  We  are  scheduled  to  meet 
until  11  a.m. 

There  are  a  couple  of  announcements  I  would  like  to  make  at  this 
time.  There  are  many  voting  units  that  still  need  to  be  turned  in.  We 
haven’t  found  a  donor  for  them.  (Laughter)  We  will  not  use  them 
today,  but  you  may  leave  them  at  your  place,  There’s  someone  in  the 
back  who  will  take  them  up.  If  you  would  like  to  take  them  to  the 
man  who  is  taking  up  voting  machines,  please  go  ahead  and  take 
them.  Leave  your  paddles  at  your  place  when  you  have  to  leave  and 
they  will  be  picked  up  after  the  meeting  is  over.  Any  questions?  If 
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.  there  are  no  questions,  I  will  now  ask  John  Biddiscombe  to  preside 
over  this  morning’s  legislative  agenda. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 

John  Biddiscombe  (Wesleyan  University,  Connecticut):  Thank 
you  President  Die,  and  good  morning  everyone.  As  you’ve  just  heard, 
we  have  a  significant  amount  of  legislation  to  consider  this  morning. 
We  will  consider  Proposals  59  through  94  as  listed  in  the  Convention 
Program.  We  will  consider  the  proposals  in  the  order  they  are  listed 
on  pages  107  through  108  of  the  Convention  Notice.  Also,  please  re¬ 
member  that  pages  5  and  6  of  the  Convention  Program  contain  minor 
editorial  corrections  and  clarifications  that  affect  some  of  the  propos¬ 
als  we  will  consider  this  morning.  Are  there  any  questions.  . 

To  begin,  we  will  consider  Proposals  No.  59  through  79,  the  dereg¬ 
ulation  package.  As  you  heard  during  yesterday’s  discussion  session, 
we  will  consider  these  proposals  as  a  group.  However,  if  you  wish  to 
have  any  proposal  this  morning  considered  separately,  please  make 
that  request  as  soon  as  59  through  79  are  moved  and  seconded^  If 
that  does  not  occur,  we  will  vote  on  the  remainder  of  the  package  first 
and  then  consider  the  proposals  removed  from  the  package  individu¬ 
ally  and  in  numerical  order. 

We  will  now  consider  Proposals  No.  59  through  79. 

Deregulation  Package 

Suzanne  Coffey  (Bates  College):  As  chair  of  the  Division  III  In¬ 
terpretations  and  Legislation  Committee  and  on  behalf  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  III  ILC,  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council,  1 
move  the  adoption  of  the  entire  deregulation  package,  Proposals  59 
through  79,  noting  the  withdrawal  of  Proposals  76  and  77,  both  ot 
which  require  further  review  by  the  committee. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

Over  the  past  two  years,  the  committee  has  conducted  a  line-by- 
line  review  of  Bylaws  10  to  17.  The  package  before  you  consists  of  the 
substantive  revisions  produced  as  a  result  of  those  efforts.  Many  ot 
these  proposals  are  intended  to  remove  legislation  that  is  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  the  Division  III  philosophy  or  is  not  applicable  to  Division 
III  The  remainder  of  these  proposals  represent  an  attempt  to  clarity 
or  simplify  the  Division  III  Manual.  Each  of  these  proposals  has  been 
reviewed  and  supported  by  the  Division  III  Presidents  and  Manage- 

ment  Councils.  ™  , 

I  urge  your  support  of  the  entire  deregulation  package,  thank 

[The  deregulation  package  (Page  A-69)  was  adopted.] 

Permissible  Expenses— Meals 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
As  a  member  of  the  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and 
Legislation,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Management  Council  and  the  Pres¬ 
idents  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  80. 


Division  111  Business  Session- 


325 


[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  an  institution  to  provide  meal  expenses 
to  a  student-athlete  who  serves  on  a  university  committee  when  he 
or  she  misses  a  regular  meal  as  a  result  of  a  committee  meeting  con¬ 
ducted  when  regular  institutional  dining  facilities  are  open,  provided 
such  expenses  are  available  to  students  in  general.  The  adoption  of 
this  proposal  will  represent  another  important  step  in  our  efforts  to 
address  student-athlete  welfare  issues.  I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  on 
Proposal  No.  80. 

[Proposal  No.  80  (Page  A-94)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Housing  and  Meals-~Vacation-Period  Expenses 

Lon  Boike  (Clarke  College):  As  a  member  of  the  Division  III 
Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation,  and  on  behalf  of  the 
Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  81. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  an  institution  to  provide  room-and- 
board  expenses  for  a  specific  period  of  time  to  student-athletes  who 
return  to  the  institution’s  campus  during  a  vacation  period  following 
institutional  competition.  It  is  a  common  occurrence  for  an  institu¬ 
tion’s  team  to  return  to  campus  upon  season-ending  competition  such 
as  the  last  regular-season  contest,  conference  tournament  or  full-sea¬ 
son  tournament  during  an  institutional  vacation  period.  Under  the 
current  legislation,  it  is  not  permissible  for  the  institution  to  provide 
any  expenses  to  student-athletes  once  they  arrive  back  on  campus 
even  if  the  dormitories  and  dining  facilities  are  closed. 

Although  the  current  legislation  does  allow  institutions  to  pro¬ 
vide  travel  expenses  to  student-athletes  for  a  period  of  time,  up  to  36 
hours  following  the  end  of  competition,  this  does  not  include  room 
and  board  expenses  once  the  student-athletes  have  returned  to  the 
institution's  campus.  This  proposal  will  provide  institutions  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  providing  room  and  board  for  a  reasonable  period  of  time  in 
these  situations. 

The  adoption  of  this  proposal  will  represent  another  important 
step  in  our  interest  to  address  student-athlete  welfare  issues.  It  also 
makes  sense  in  the  spirit  of  deregulation.  On  behalf  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation,  I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  on  this 
proposal. 

[Proposal  No.  81  (Page  A-95)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Practice  Expenses— Women's  Rowing — Weather  Exception 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
As  a  member  of  the  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and 
Legislation,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Council  and  Manage¬ 
ment  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  82. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  proposal  will  permit  intercollegiate  teams  in  the  sport  of 
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rowing  to  travel  up  to  200  miles  outside  the  institution’s  state  to  en¬ 
gage  in  practice  activities  that  occur  during  an  institution  s  academic 
term  when  necessitated  by  weather  conditions.  The  sport  of  rowing 
is  similar  to  skiing  inasmuch  as  both  sports  have  facility  require¬ 
ments  dependent  upon  access  to  natural,  as  opposed  to  man-made, 
venues.  Institutions  geographically  located  further  north  often  are 
prevented  from  practicing  in  the  spring  because  lakes  and  rivers  are 

fr°zen.  ,  .  , 

To  increase  the  distance  outside  the  institution  s  states  for  which 
expenses  can  be  provided  for  practice  activities  will  provide  greater 
flexibility  to  accommodate  necessary  practice  needs.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  current  legislation  that  prohibits  student-athletes 
from  missing  class  time  from  practice  activities  will  remain  applica¬ 
ble. 

I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  on  Proposal  No.  82. 

[Proposal  No.  82  (Page  A-96)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Permissible  Benefits— Reasonable  Refreshments 

Suzanne  Coffey  (Bates  College):  As  a  member  of  the  Division 
III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation,  and  on  behalf  of 
the  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council,  I  move  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  Proposal  No.  83. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  an  institution  to  provide  student-ath¬ 
letes  with  reasonable  refreshments  for  student-athlete  educational 
and  business  meetings  and  on  an  occasional  basis  for  celebratory 
events,  provided  such  event  is  available  to  students  in  general.  His¬ 
torically,  incidental  expense  requests  have  been  granted  without  ex¬ 
ception  for  these  types  of  events.  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  will 
permit  institutions  to  provide  this  benefit  without  having  to  seek  an 
incidental  expense  waiver  from  the  national  office.  I  urge  you  to  vote 
“yes”  for  Proposal  No.  83. 

[Proposal  No.  83  (Page  A-97)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Annual  Exemptions— Alumni  Contests— Division  III  Basketball 

Steve  Argo  (Southern  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference):  As  a 
member  of  the  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Council  and  Management 
Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  84. 

I  The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  Division  III  institutions  to  annually  ex¬ 
empt  alumni  contests  in  the  sport  of  basketball.  Current  legislation 
does  not  permit  institutions  to  exempt  alumni  contests  in  the  sport  of 
basketball.  In  an  effort  to  provide  basketball  student-athletes  oppor¬ 
tunities  similar  to  those  in  other  sports,  one  basketball  alumni  con¬ 
test  should  be  permitted  to  be  exempt  from  the  annual  maximum 
number  of  basketball  contests  at  the  institution's  discretion.  ^ 

In  the  spirit  of  rules  simplification,  I  urge  you  to  vote  yes  on 
Proposal  84. 
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Dick  Kaiser  (Defiance  College):  I  have  a  question,  and  I  don’t 
know  when  it’s  appropriate  to  ask.  It’s  already  passed,  but  I  dont- 
know  when  it’s  appropriate  for  me  to  ask  it. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  The  chair  would  like  to  request  that  you  save 
your  question  until  we  finish  voting  on  this  proposal,  then  come  to 
the  microphone  and  I’ll  recognize  you. 

[Proposal  No.  84  (Page  A-98)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Mr.  Kaiser:  I  have  a  question  for  anyone  who  sponsored  No.  81. 

I  just  need  a  clarification.  I  apologize  for  getting  up  here,  but  we  were 
talking  about  it  and  it  got  voted  on  and  passed  before  we  could  finish 
talking  about  it.  On  the  vacation  period  situation,  I’ve  read  and  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  it’s  48  hours  after  you  return  to  campus  in  between 
terms,  but  what  about  an  institution  that  has  a  term  not  end  until 
mid-January?  If  that  term  doesn’t  begin  until  mid-January,  then 
they  come  back  after  Christmas  to  do  their  finals  and  everything, 
would  it  be  legal  to  pay  for  the  room  and  board  of  the  institution  s  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  from  the  time  your  Christmas  vacation  began  until  that 
semester  returned  in  mid-January,  which  could  be  over  a  month? 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  We  have  members  of  our  staff  discussing  this 
and  we’ll  have  an  answer  in  a  moment  for  you. 

Chris  Martin  (NCAA  Staff):  Can  you  repeat  the  question  for  me? 

Mr.  Kaiser:  Certainly.  My  question  is  if  an  institution’s  term 
does  not  end,  as  many  institutions  do,  prior  to  Christmas  but  in  fact 
ends  in  mid-January  after  Christmas  break,  the  way  I  read  this,  is 
that  because  that’s  not  the  end  of  the  term,  you  are  therefore  capable 
now,  with  the  passage  of  this,  to  house  and  feed  a  student-athlete 
from  the  time  your  vacation  and  for  Christmas  begins  until  you  re¬ 
turn  for  that  start  of  that  term,  for  the  conclusion  of  that  term?  Be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  vacation  time,  not  in  between  terms. 

Mr.  Martin:  Let’s  see  if  I  understand  you  correctly.  So  the 
classes  would  still  continue  after  the  term  and  would  not  be  over 
prior  to  the  Christmas  break? 

Mr.  Kaiser:  That’s  the  question,  yes. 

Mr.  Martin:  Our  interpretation  of  that  is  that  would  not  change. 
This  proposal  is  specific  to  vacation  period  expenses  and  in  your  case 
would  still  be  during  the  regular  academic  term. 

Mr.  Kaiser:  So  therefore  the  48-hour  rule? 

Lynn  Holzman  (NCAA  Staff):  In  your  instance,  we  just  want  to 
make  sure  we’re  clear  in  understanding  this.  The  academic  term,  in 
your  case,  the  Christmas  or  the  holiday  break  has  occurred  in  the 
middle  of  that  term  essentially.  The  term  is  not  completed,  correct? 

Mr.  Kaiser:  That’s  the  question. 

Ms.  Holzman:  The  48-hour  legislation,  this  proposal  does  not 
negate  that  whatsoever.  The  proposal  specifically  and  only  addresses 
the  time  period  that  is  an  institution’s  official  vacation  period,  as 
listed  in  the  catalog.  This  proposal  addresses  those  situations  in 
which  a  sports  season  has  concluded  during  an  official  vacation  pe¬ 
riod.  The  student-athlete  is  returning  back  to  campus.  You’re  able  to 
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provide  the  expenses  forthem £ 

lh“ bMk  “ 

'he  SrSse"  You  lost  me.  You're  saying  that  our  vacation  penod 
isn’t  a  vacation  period?  .  e  an  example  here. 

If  appr0' 

priate-  .T  ,  nw  This  proposal  does  not  address  it  because 

Ms.  Holzman:  Okay.  ThisprP  d  of  those  sports  in  which 

the  proposal  only  addresses  h  t  P  when  yQU  return  t0  cam- 
their  season  has  concluded.  As  y  V  ther  it>s  from  postseason  or 
pus  at  the  end  of  the  regular  se  ,  Basketba,](  in  thjs  caSe,  crosses 
conference  tournament  comP®  _ ,  .  .  -odS)  there  is  already  legisla- 

over  two  seasons,  so  d'jnng  ,  athle te  is  required  to  be  on  campus 

tion  that  exists  that  if  a  sludent'a“'^1l  those  expenses, 
for  practice  or  competition,  you  c  P  °  which  their  season 

This  proposal  addresses  those  jjr,  student-athletes  are 
has  concluded  during  a  vacatioi i  p  d.  that  there  was 

coming  back  to  campus  and  a  lot  J  vacation  period  and 

a  four-day  changeover  from  the middle >  or  y  ^  &  ^  flf  48  hours 

when  it  ends.  You  can  on  y  P  discrepancy  between  the  vaca- 

afterwards,  and  there  is  oftentimes  a  discrepancy 

tion  period  and  the  next  term  egm mdg.  ^  that  we  move  on.  The 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  here’s  still  not  full  clarity 

chair  would  like  to  remin  e  interpretations  booth  out  in 

on  this  question,  that  the  NCAA  *»s  an  mi Convention  is  open.  We 

the  lobby  that’s  staffed  t  e  en  k  out  further  clarification  on 

welcome  you  and  encourage  you  to  seek  out  mrc 

thlSWe°arenow  ready  to  consider  Proposal  No.  85. 

Annual  Exemptions— Alumni  Meet- 

Indoor  and  Outdoor  TVack  and  Field 

Lon  Boike  (Clarke  College):  a  member  rf  the the 

?3ilScou“raPnd“ayment  Council,  i  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  No.  85. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.!  institutions  to  annually  ex- 

this  proposal  will  permit  Drvisioh  «  '""Outdoor  track  and 
empt  one  date  of  competition  in  institution  The  current 

field  each  year  with  an  al'J^!  t^nsftohexempt  alumni  contests  in 
legislation  does  not  permit  ^trtubons  to  ex  P  ^  ^  ^ 

ISSJ.  in  other  sports.  one  track 
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and  field  alumni  date  of  competition  should  be  exempt  from  the  an¬ 
nual  maximum  number  of  track  and  field  dates  of  competition  at  the 
institution’s  discretion.  I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  No.  85. 

[Proposal  No.  85  (Page  A-98)  was  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons— Contest  Exemptions 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 
As  a  member  of  the  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and 
Legislation,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Presidents  Council  and  Manage¬ 
ment  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  86. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  permit  an  institution  to  exempt  on  an  annual 
basis  the  National  Wrestling  Coaches  Association  meet  from  the 
maximum  contest  limitations  in  the  sport  of  wrestling.  The  National 
Wrestling  Coaches  Association  meet  is  an  annual  one-day  event  held 
during  the  wrestling  season.  It  is  an  invitational  meet  that  features 
the  top  two  ranked  wrestlers  in  each  weight  classification.  Because 
of  the  limited  number  of  student-athletes  participating  from  each  in¬ 
stitution,  participants  in  the  meet  often  counts  as  an  individual  and 
institutional  date  of  competition.  Thus,  it  may  be  necessary  for  some 
institutions  to  deny  student-athletes  the  opportunity  to  participate  in 
the  event  to  avoid  counting  participation  in  the  institution’s  maxi¬ 
mum  contest  limitations. 

This  proposal  will  provide  individual  student-athletes  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  such  an  event  without  affecting  institutional 
limits.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  similar  exemptions,  such  as  the 
East/West  Golf  Match,  are  applicable  in  other  sports.  The  committee 
urges  you  to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  No.  86. 

[Proposal  No.  86  (Page  A-99)  was  adopted.] 

International  Competition — Summers 

Pat  Damore  (State  University  of  New  York  Athletic  Conference): 
On  behalf  of  the  SUNYAC,  I  move  Proposal  87. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

The  purpose  of  this  proposed  legislation  is  simply  to  allow  the  stu¬ 
dent  who  has  not  participated  in  a  regular  season  to  compete  on  a  for¬ 
eign  tour  without  using  a  season  of  eligibility.  This  is  consistent  with 
legislation  in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  is  more  pro  student  than  the  cur¬ 
rent  legislation.  Foreign  tours  can  occur  only  once  in  four  years,  and 
at  our  level  usually  last  one  or  two  weeks.  Where  a  student  does  not 
participate  in  a  regular  season,  declaring  this  as  a  season  of  eligibility 
is  unnecessarily  disparate.  Our  goal  is  to  encourage  participation. 

We  encourage  you  to  vote  “yes”  for  Proposal  87. 

Joy  Reighn  (Rowan  University):  On  behalf  of  the  Division  III 
Management  Council  and  Presidents  Council,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
Proposal  87  and  the  amendment-to-amendment. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.  1 

This  amendment-to-amendment  is  consistent  with  the  original 


330 


2000  Convention  Proceedings 


intent  of  the  sponsors  of  Proposal  No.  87,  based  on  communication  be- 
tween  the  Management  Council,  the  presidents  and  the  governance 
staff.  This  amendment  would  permit  the  student-athlete  to  partici¬ 
pate  on  a  foreign  tour,  provided  the  student-athlete  was  a  full-time 
student  during  the  previous  academic  year  and  has  established  sua¬ 
bility  from  subsequent  years  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  fourth. 
This  amendment-to-amendment  appears  in  current  Divisions  I  and 
II  legislation. 

I  urge  you  to  support  this  amendment-to-amendment. 

Carlyle  Carter  (Minnesota  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Conference): 

I  need  a  point  of  clarification.  How  would  this  affect  incoming  stu- 
dent-athletes? 

Chris  Martin  (NCAA  Staff):  To  answer  that  question,  Carlyle,  I 
refer  you  to  Bylaw  30.7.2.1.  The  first  sentence  in  that  bylaw  says 
“  .  .  it  is  not  permissible  for  an  incoming  student-athlete  to  partici¬ 
pate  as  a  member  of  the  institution’s  team  on  a  foreign  tour  that  oc¬ 
curs  prior  to  the  beginning  of  his  or  her  first  term. 

Mr.  Carter:  Would  that  be  referenced  in  the  new  legislation.-’ 

Mr.  Martin:  Yes.  .  _  _  .  „ 

Tom  Bohlsen  (Heartland  Collegiate  Athletic  Conference):  Our 
question  is  in  regard  to  transfers.  How  are  transfers  affected  by  this? 
Does  that  previous  enrollment  have  to  be  in  the  school  where  he  is 
making  the  trip,  or  could  a  student  have  been  enrolled  at  another  in¬ 
stitution?  ,  , 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  The  staff  is  uncertain  exactly  how  to  re¬ 
spond.  We’re  going  to  refer  that  back  to  the  Interpretations  Commit¬ 
tee  and  then  develop  a  response  to  your  question. 

[Proposal  No.  87  (Page  A-100)  was  adopted  as  amended.] 

Membership  Requirements— Minimum  Participants— 
Division  111  Women's  Fencing 

Susan  Chapman  (Worcester  State  College):  As  a  member  of  the 
Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation,  and  on 
behalf  of  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  No.  88. 

[The  motion  was  seconded.] 

This  proposal  will  specify  that  in  the  sport  of  women  s  fencing,  an 
institution’s  team  shall  include  a  minimum  of  five  participants  in 
each  contest  that  is  counted  toward  meeting  the  NCAA’s  minimum 
contest  requirements.  The  proposed  increase  in  the  minimum  par¬ 
ticipant  requirement  for  women’s  fencing  is  necessary  in  order  to  re¬ 
flect  the  addition  of  women’s  epee  in  1995.  Because  an  institution  is 
unable  to  win  an  intercollegiate  fencing  contest  with  less  than  five 
student-athletes,  the  proposed  recommendation  to  increase  the  min¬ 
imum  from  three  to  five  is  necessary  and  appropriate. 

I  urge  you  to  vote  “yes”  on  Proposal  88. 

i  Proposal  No.  88  (Page  A-100)  ws  adopted,  effective  immediately.] 
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NCAA  Championships — Bench  Personnel — Logo  Restrictions 

Susan  Chapman  (Worcester  State  College):  As  a  member  of  the 
Division  III  Interpretations  and  Legislation  Committee,  and  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Presidents  Council  and  Management  Council,  I  move  the 
adoption  of  Proposal  89. 

[The  motion  was  seconded. 1 

This  proposal  specifies  that  logo  restrictions  on  student-athlete 
apparel  will  apply  during  NCAA  championships  to  all  personnel  who 
are  in  the  team  bench  area  for  practices  and  games  and  who  partici¬ 
pate  in  NCAA  news  conferences.  This  will  include  coaches,  trainers, 
and  managers. 

One  of  the  Association’s  basic  principles  of  amateurism  is  to  pro¬ 
tect  student-athletes  from  exploitation  by  commercial  enterprises.  To 
further  that  principle,  the  Association  has  placed  appropriate  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  size  of  logos  that  may  appear  on  apparel  worn  by  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  participating  in  competition.  However,  there  currently 
are  no  logo  restrictions  on  apparel  worn  by  coaches  or  other  bench 
personnel,  and  concern  has  been  expressed  that  the  potential  for  com¬ 
mercial  exploitation,  particularly  at  the  site  of  NCAA  championships, 
could  result. 

This  proposal  will  ensure  that  student-athletes,  coaches  and 
other  bench  personnel  are  promoting  their  institution,  as  opposed  to 
any  commercial  entity.  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  89. 

Chuck  Gordon  (Emory  University):  I  would  like  to  speak  in  op¬ 
position  to  this.  As  someone  who’s  been  in  championships  and  hosted 
championships,  this  rule  is  infrequently  enforced  on  a  consistent 
basis.  Sometimes  you’re  written  up,  sometimes  you’re  not.  The 
NCAA  has  their  own  promotional  literature  for  things  like  women’s 
soccer.  It’s  hard  enough  to  keep  track  of  your  athletes.  There’s  tape 
on  pictures,  award  ceremonies  on  hats  and  golf  bags  and  tennis  bags. 
This  is  a  Division  I  issue.  This  doesn’t  affect  us  at  all.  I  urge  you  to 
not  support  it  so  you  don’t  have  to  buy  new  rain  gear,  new  everything 
for  your  trainers  and  coaches.  I  don’t  think  this  applies  to  us  at  all. 
(Applause) 

Walter  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  If  a  piece  of  apparel 
has  both  the  logo  at  the  institution  and  a  commercial  logo,  which  one 
takes  precedent?  Would  the  individual  have  to  remove  that  piece  of 
apparel  or  not  wear  it  even  though  it’s  promoting  their  institution, 
because  it  also  has  a  sport  logo  and  a  commercial  logo  of  some  sort? 

Lynn  Holzman  (NCAA  Staff):  To  answer  your  question  about 
the  manufacturer’s  or  trademark  logo  of  a  commercial  entity  versus 
an  institutional  logo,  the  current  legislation  bylaw  cite  that  deals 
with  it  is  12.5.5,  “Use  of  Logos  on  Equipment,  Uniforms  and  Apparel.” 
This  proposed  legislation  specifically  deals  with  commercial  logos 
and  manufacturer  logos.  If  there  is  an  institutional  logo,  this  pro¬ 
posal  and  that  legislation  does  not  address  it  nor  is  it  concerned  with 
that.  It  is  simply  the  commercial  aspect  on  that.  So  the  restriction 
that  this  proposal  relates  to  is  that  commercial  logo  aspect. 
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Mr.  Johnson:  So  you’re  saving  that  ^Tnot 

be  rX°Holzman-  To  answer  your  question,  the  institutional  logo  is 
Ms.  Holzman.  10  a  y  .  whatsoever  on  this  pro- 

actually  a  moot  point.  That  has  g  Bvlaw  12.  Ifthecom- 

posal  or  the  current  legislation  apparel  or  equipment, 

mercial  logo  that  you  0XnCh  personnel  that 

whether  it's  for  a  student-athlete  <"™itly ?rJcL ^exceeding the 
this  proposal  addresses,  it  is  mapproPt  apparel  or  equipment 

size  restrictions  or  w  1  legislation  The  institutional  logo  is  moot. 

would  be  in  violation  of  the  le^s  atmn.  institutional  logos 

(Proposal  No.  89  (Page  A-101)  was  defeated.] 

Consent  Package 

Mvrtes  Dunn  Green  (Stillman  College):  On  behalf  of  the  Dm- 

have  been  placed  in  this  consent  package.  O  ,  .  , ,  r- 

m  Management  and  Presidents  Councils,  1  urge  you  to  adopt  the  five 

I'd  like  to  separate 

°Ut  MnBiddUcon.be:  Thank  you.  We  will  obviously 

C<,"TTheP.amSate  effective  date  for  the  consent  package  (Page  A- 
102)  was  approved.] 

De  Minimis  Violation— Requirement  for  Practice 

behalf^fthe^Di  vi^t^  1  II^Presidetnts°Cmmdl^a^Management  Coun¬ 
cil  1  move  the  adoption  of  Proposal  No.  91. 

'  '  K  rs?m“,°rntoeoth.r  de  minimis  legislation  will  reduce 

Tke°StudenhAthleto  Reinstatement  Committee  believes  that  no  re- 
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cruiting  or  competitive  advantage  has  been  gained  in  those  instances 
in  which  a  student-athlete  practices  without  the  institution’s  knowl¬ 
edge  while  enrolled  in  less  than  a  full-time  program  of  studies. 

The  institution  would  be  required  to  report  such  violations  as  in¬ 
stitutional  violations,  but  the  student-athletes’s  eligibility  would  not 
be  affected.  The  student-athlete  would  be  immediately  eligible  for 
practice  or  competition  upon  reenrollment  in  a  full-time  program  of 
studies.  The  adoption  of  this  proposal  will  still  hold  the  institution 
accountable  for  such  a  violation;  however,  the  student-athletes’s  eli¬ 
gibility  would  not  be  affected.  I  urge  your  support  of  Proposal  No.  91. 
Thank  you. 

Arleigh  Dodson  (Northwest  Conference):  I  want  to  consider  a 
couple  of  aspects  of  this.  The  first  is  just  straight  practice.  Because 
if  a  student  were  to  practice  while  enrolled  in  less  than  12  hours,  then 
there  would  be  no  charge  of  a  current  offense  nor  would  there  be  a 
season  of  competition  since  they  hadn’t  competed.  However,  we 
passed  No.  52,  with  a  ruling.  The  ruling  was  specifically  that  if  they 
were  an  ineligible  student-athlete  who  competed  in  the  preseason, 
they  would  not  be  charged  a  season  of  competition  even  though  they 
competed  while  ineligible.  Put  the  two  together  and  you  first  have  a 
very  interesting  redshirt  concept  that’s  very  different  from  what  we 
have. 

Secondly,  since  the  rationale  mentions  recruiting,  if  you  were 
going  to  redshirt  someone,  the  reason  usually  is  because  they’re  very 
good,  showing  a  lot  of  promise  but  maybe  don’t  have  the  ability  yet, 
don’t  have  quite  enough  experience.  Therefore,  you’re  going  to  red¬ 
shirt. 

Now,  in  recruiting,  quite  often  an  athlete  of  that  caliber  has  bud¬ 
dies  who  are  much  better  than  they  are  and  who  are  not  headed  to 
Division  III.  However,  if,  in  the  preseason,  since  there  are  in  exis¬ 
tence  two  exceptions— and  I  promised  Don  Schael  I  wouldn’t  use 
numbers— the  first  is  preliminary  to  enrollment  and  the  second  is  the 
first  five  days  of  classes,  both  of  which  have  three  requirements. 

The  first  is  they  have  to  be  accepted  for  enrollment  as  a  full-time 
student,  so  let’s  speak  there.  The  buddy— I  want  the  big  buddy  who’s 
going  to  go  to  Notre  Dame — all  his  buddy  has  to  say,  who’s  planning 
to  redshirt  is,  “come  on  with  me.”  It  doesn’t  cost  you  a  penny.  You 
don’t  have  to  preenroll.  Your  expenses  will  be  paid,  live  in  the  dorm, 
get  the  meals,  see  what’s  going  on  down  there.  If  you  don’t  like  it,  go 
home.  Because  they’ve  changed  the  rules  because  you  don’t  have  to 
be  eligible  to  practice. 

I  think  it’s  a  bad  rule.  I  hope  you  vote  it  down.  Thank  you 

[Proposal  No.  91  (Page  A-103)  was  adopted,  effective  immedi¬ 
ately.] 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  That  concludes  our  initial  consideration  of 
proposed  legislation  this  morning.  I  will  now  turn  the  microphone 
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over  to  President  Die,  who  will  preside  until  we  open  the  window  of 
reconsideration  after  our  last  discussion  during  this  session.  Thank 
you  for  your  attention  and  cooperation. 

ELECTION  OF  MANAGEMENT  COUNCIL  MEMBERS 


Ms.  Die:  Thank  you,  John.  Our  next  item  of  business  involves 
the  election  of  our  new  Management  Council  members.  You ill  recall 
that  under  our  new  governance  structure,  the  Nominating  Commit¬ 
tee  initially  selects  Management  Council  nominations.  The  Manage¬ 
ment  Council  and  the  Presidents  Council  review  those  nominations, 
but  the  positions  ultimately  are  filled  by  a  vote  of  our  membership 
during  our  annual  business  session.  I  believe  we  have  three  ap¬ 
pointments  to  make.  To  present  the  official  slate  of  nominees,  I  m 
happy  to  introduce  Art  Eason,  director  of  athletics  at  William  Pater¬ 
son  University  of  New  Jersey  and  chair  of  the  Nominating  Commit- 

^  Art  Eason  (William  Paterson  University  of  New  Jersey):  As 
chair  of  the  Division  III  Nominating  Committee,  and  on  behalf  ol  the 
Nominating  Committee,  I  move  for  formal  election  of  three  represen¬ 
tatives  into  the  Division  III  Management  Council.  This  slate  of  can¬ 
didates  was  approved  by  the  Management  Council  and  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Council  at  their  October  1999  meeting.  It  is  now  presented 
before  the  Division  III  membership  for  election. 

[Note:  The  slate  of  candidates  for  the  Management  Council  was 


approved.]  _  „  ? 

Walter  Johnson  (North  Central  College):  Before  too  many  of 
our  members  leave,  I  really  wanted  to  make  a  statement.  Dr  Vernon 
Challance,  grandfather  of  the  civil  rights  movement,  one  of  the  state¬ 
ments  that  he  made  was:  “If  you  see  a  good  fight,  get  in  it.  Basically, 
what  he  meant  was  if  there’s  a  cause  that’s  worth  it,  get  in  and  wor 
toward  all  the  things  that  are  involved  in  that  cause.  The  scripture 
also  states:  “To  whom  much  is  given,  much  is  expected.  In  essence, 
people  with  gifts  and  talents  should  use  them.  People  with  great 
voices  should  sing,  great  wealth  should  give,  leadership  ability  should 


Four  years  ago  at  the  NCAA  national  Convention,  John  Biddis¬ 
combe  was  elected  to  the  Management  Council  and  is  now  complet¬ 
ing  two  years  as  Management  Council  chair.  During  that  four-year 
period,  the  Association  has  experienced  many  significant  changes. 
Some  of  these  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  federation,  strategic 
planning,  deregulation  and  championship  restructuring  with  auto¬ 
matic  qualification.  , 

John,  you  have  had  an  impact  on  all  of  us.  Your  countless  hours, 
unselfish  vision,  and  drive  helped  us  move  seemlessly  into  the  new 
century.  All  that  you  have  been  involved  in  has  helped  us  maintain 
that  which  is  central  to  the  mission  of  the  Association— the  welfare  of 
the  student-athlete.  On  behalf  of  the  entire  membership,  I  thank  you 
for  using  your  talents  and  getting  in  the  fight.  I  stand  and  hope  oth- 
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ers  would  join  me  in  thanking  you  for  all  that  you’ve  done.  Thank 
you,  John.  (Applause  and  standing  ovation) 

Ms.  Die:  Thank  you,  Walter.  Those  who  have  worked  closely 
with  John  know  that  those  words  are  richly  deserved. 

I  want  to  report  on  our  new  appointments  to  the  Presidents 
Council.  As  you  may  remember,  the  members  of  that  body  are  ap¬ 
pointed  by  a  vote  of  Division  III  CEOs.  The  new  members  are  Robert 
H.  Chambers,  president  of  Western  Maryland  College;  and  Peter  W. 
Stanley,  president  of  Pomona  College.  We  welcome  them  to  the  Pres¬ 
idents  Council. 

I  would  now  like  to  call  John  Biddiscombe  back  to  the  podium  to 
introduce  our  next  speaker. 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  As  we  know,  Division  III  athletes  spend  con¬ 
siderable  time  in  the  weight  room  attempting  to  get  stronger,  bigger 
and  faster.  They  also  are  looking  for  a  competitive  edge  to  comple¬ 
ment  this  training  and  enhance  their  performance.  This  morning  we 
have  someone  who  can  speak  to  us  from  a  very  informed  position 
about  the  problems  associated  with  this  kind  of  student-athlete  be¬ 
havior. 

Dr.  Gary  Green  is  the  current  chair  of  the  NCAA’s  committee  on 
drug  testing  and  drug  education.  He  is  an  associate  professor  at  the 
UCLA  Department  of  Family  Medicine  and  previously  served  as 
team  physician  for  UCLA  and  the  University  of  Delaware  and  is  cur¬ 
rently  a  team  physician  for  Pepperdine  University  and  United  States 
Soccer.  Dr.  Green  is  board  certified  in  internal  medicine  and  sports 
medicine,  and  in  addition  to  his  clinical  practice,  also  is  active  as  a  re¬ 
searcher  in  the  field  of  athletic  drug  testing  and  drug  addiction  and 
has  published  many  scientific  papers  in  this  area.  Dr.  Green  is  going 
to  provide  us  with  an  update  on  NCAA  drug  testing  and  new  drugs 
student-athletes  are  taking.  Dr.  Green.  (Applause) 

ATHLETICS  PERFORMANCE  ENHANCEMENT  DISCUSSION 


»*  *  - 


* 


ij 
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Gary  Green:  Thank  you  for  having  me  here.  Before  I  get 
started,  I  just  want  to  thank  John  Biddiscombe  for  including  me  in 
this  program.  John  was  actually  a  member  of  our  committee  for 
about  six  months.  We  couldn’t  understand  at  the  time  why  he  left, 
but  now  I  can  understand  that  he  went  on  to  this.  The  words  that  we 
heard  from  the  previous  gentleman,  I  can  understand  why  you  took 
this.  I  also  want  to  thank  Trinity  College  Director  of  Athletics 
Rick  Hazelton  from  our  committee  for  helping  me  set  this  up  as  well 
as  the  NCAA  staff  liaisons  and  Mary  Wilfert  for  helping  to  arrange 
this  talk. 

Before  we  get  started,  I  have  one  sports  medicine  joke.  Its  been 
very  serious  this  football  season,  so  I’ll  tell  one  sports  medicine  joke 
that  I  have.  It  was  the  annual  football  game  between  the  Big  Animals 
and  the  Little  Animals  of  the  forest.  In  the  first  half,  it  was  500  to 
nothing,  Big  Animals.  The  second  half  starts,  the  Little  Animals  kick 
off.  It  goes  into  the  end  zone,  so  the  Big  Animals  start  running.  The 
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first  play  happens  with  the  bear  around  the  end.  Boom,  he’s  tackled 
for  no  gain  So  they  decide  on  the  second  play  to  run  the  rhmo  off 
tackle.  He  stops  moving.  Now  they’re  getting  a  little  nervous  and 
they  decide  to  run  the  elephant  up  the  middle.  The  elep  an 
stopped  for  no  gain,  so  it’s  fourth  down  and  they  have  to  pun  . 

PThe  Little  Animals  captain,  this  bird,  calls  time  out  and  calls  t 
<mv  over  and  says,  look,  the  first  time  we  get  the  ball  in  the  first  half, 
they^core’ever/ single  time  they  touch  the  ball.  Now  we’ve  stopped 
th/m  three  straight  times.  Who  stopped  the  bear  on  first  down.  The 
S^dSdtohand.  He  said,  you  did?  Okay,  forget  about  that 
Who  stopped  the  rhino  on  second  down?  Thecentpederaisedhis 

hand  You  again?  Okay,  well  who  stopped  the  elephant  on  third 

down?  The  centipede  raised  his  hand.  You  again?  If  you’re  so  damn 

Zj where  were  you  in  first  half?  I  was  getting  my  ankles  taped, 
daughter  and  applause)  So  with  that,  that’s  the  only  sports 

medIChave°aeiot  of  sTuff  to  cover  today.  A  lot  of  different  topics  that 
hopefully  will  give  you  a  brief  introduction  and  stimulate  some 
thought7  Hopefully  we’ll  have  time  at  the  end,  because  1  m  interested 
S  yot  queSns  as  well.  One  of  the  people  I  also  wanted t  to  thank 
is  Mark  McGwire,  who  without  him  you  Probab*y  a11  ^ouldn 
hearing  from  me.  He  really  fueled  a  lot  of  this  debate  about  supple¬ 
ments  I’m  going  to  spend  the  last  part  of  my  talk  talking  o  you 

Rick  came  to  us  and  suggested  this  talk  is  ^ 
cause  every  time  you  hear  an  appeal  call  for  someone  who  s  tested 
positive  we  almost  can  write  the  script.  It  starts  exactly  the  samee 
Well  I  went  to  the  nutrition  store  and  the  guy  told  me  it  was  okay.  It 
turn’s  out  that  a  lot  of  our  athletes  who  test  positive  they  don  t  talk 
to  their  coaches,  they  don’t  talk  to  their  team  doctor,  but  they  re  re^.' 
tag  on  ^  Internet  a'nd  the  guy  at  the  nutrition  store.  As  athletic  di¬ 
rectors  and  part  of  athletic  programs,  you  have  to  realize  that  the  el- 
jSty  of  yPour  athletes  may  depend  on  the  guy  at  the  nutntan 
store.  In  order  to  help  combat  that.  I  want  to  give  you  a  little  mfor- 

matFirst  is  some  background.  We  think  about  sports  and  athletes 
and  ergogenic  substances  and  doping  as  being  a l  relative i  recent  phe¬ 
nomenon  that  we  saw  with  Ben  Johnson  in  the  Seoul  O  y  P  • 
actually,  it  seems  like  the  drive  to  take  something  to  jump  higher  or 
run  faster  is  a  long-standing  human  emotion.  Its  documented  as  fa 
back  as  the  Third  Century  B.C.  that  magic  mushrooms  were  used  by 
the  Creek  a'tltcc  during  the  first  Olympiad.  Ancient  ln^s  gave 
cocoa  leaves  not  only  to  their  runners  as  a  reward,  but  also  as  a  stun 
ulant  to  help  them  nan  farther  through  the  jungles  as  messengers 
In  the  Middle  Ages,  a  whole  host  of  substances  was  considered  to 
be  the  elixir  of  life,  including  alcohol.  In  the  19th  Century,  they  tried 
using  caffeine,  even  nitroglycerin  and  ether  and  opium  by  European 
athtates.  Finally,  in  the  1880s,  we  have  the  first  documented  case  of 


an  athlete  dying  during  athletic  competition  from  an  overdose  of  am¬ 
phetamines. 

Continuing  into  the  1950s,  Soviet  athletes  construct  anabolic 
steroids  and  it  became  introduced  to  world-class  athletics.  We  all  re¬ 
member  the  scandal  with  Ben  Johnson,  but  in  the  1960  Rome 
Olympics,  a  Danish  cyclist  died  at  the  end  of  his  cycling  race  from  an 
overdose  of  amphetamines.  That  really  stimulated  the  Olympic 
movement  to  begin  drug  testing. 

In  1967,  another  Tour  de  France  cyclist  died  in  an  overdose  of 
amphetamines.  We  remember  in  1972,  U.S.  swimmer  Rick  DeMott 
lost  his  Olympic  gold  medal  because  of  the  use  of  dipeptide.  There 
was  a  little  bit  more  modern  drug  use  in  the  1984  Olympics.  Several 
of  our  U.S.  Olympic  gold  medal  cyclists  admitted  to  blood  doping.  In 
1986,  the  cocaine-related  deaths  of  Len  Bias  and  Don  Rogers  really 
spurred  the  NCAA  to  begin  instituting  Association-wide  drug  test¬ 
ing. 

That  brings  us  really  to  the  1998  Mark  McGwire  condition  using 
Androstenedione.  There  was  a  survey  that  was  done  in  Sports  Illus¬ 
trated,  that  said  98  percent,  almost  200  current  or  aspiring 
Olympians  would  take  a  banned  substance  if  they  were  guaranteed 
to  win  but  not  get  caught.  Fifty  percent  of  those  same  people  would 
take  the  substance  if  it  would  contribute  to  winning  every  event  but 
result  in  death  after  five  years.  So  we  know  that  the  drive  to  take 
something  to  run  faster,  jump  higher  is  very,  very  strong. 

You’re  going  to  hear  a  lot  of  different  things  in  the  newspapers 
about  different  drugs.  You  hear  of  these  terms.  An  athlete  will  be 
caught  with  a  supplement  and  says  it  was  a  legal  drug.  All  of  these 
terms  are  not  very  helpful.  Prescription  drugs  are  a  thing  that  a  doc¬ 
tor  can  prescribe.  As  parts  of  things  a  doctor  can  prescribe,  there’s 
also  controlled  substances,  which  are  a  little  bit  more  regulated  by 
the  government.  There’s  nonprescription  or  over-the-counter  drugs. 
There’s  nutritional  supplements  and  natural  drugs. 

I’m  going  to  talk  about  all  of  these.  These  are  not  very  helpful, 
but  what  we  try  to  talk  about  in  terms  of  drugs  is  different  categories. 
This  is  not  rating  the  drug  by  actually  how  it’s  regulated,  but  by  the 
effect  that  it’s  going  to  have.  So  the  first  one  we  look  at  is  ergogenic 
or  performance  enhancing.  I  think  most  of  you  are  familiar  with 
forms  of  performance-enhancing  drugs,  of  which  anabolic  steroids 
would  be  the  number  one  or  classic  example  of  a  routine  drug.  These 
are  all  drugs  that  athletes  use  in  order  to  get  a  leg  up  on  their  com¬ 
petition.  That’s  how  I  always  remember  the  ergogenic  supplements. 

The  next  set  that  you're  all  familiar  with  is  recreational  drugs. 
Nonathletes  as  well  as  athletes  use  alcohol,  nicotine,  cocaine,  mari¬ 
juana,  LSD  and  POP.  Those  are  some  examples.  Athletes  are  not  im¬ 
mune  to  the  same  forces  that  nonathletes  are  when  they  use  recre¬ 
ational  drugs. 

Finally,  our  last  is  therapeutic  drugs.  These  are  drugs  that  are 
prescribed  for  people  to  take  in  order  to  correct  an  underlying  medi- 
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cal  problem.  For  instance,  an  asthmatic  may  take  an  inhaler  m  order 
to  compete  on  a  normal  basis  with  other  people.  NCAA  con_ 

Now  I’m  going  to  give  you  a  little  information.  The  NCAA 
ductVa  survey  of  LlyNcA  athletes  every  four  years.  The  last  one 
we  did  was  in  1997.  In  this  case,  we  sent  out  to  the  faculty  athletic 
reps  at  all  NCAA  institutions  a  survey  to  give  to  one  or  two 
earns  at  their  institution.  You  can  see  by  this,  Division i  III  had  the 
lowest  response  rate.  I’m  hoping  when  we  redo  this  in  2001,  that  we 
«  a  response  rate  from  Division  HI.  Because  the  more  re- 

Coonses  we  can  get  from  these  institutions,  the  better. 

P  I  want  you  to  look  at  these  next  few  slides  because  you  goi  g 
to  be  quizze'd  on  these.  You  can  see  that  overall  we  have  about  65  per¬ 
cent  which  is  not  a  bad  result  from  the  survey.  Just  to  S^e  you  de¬ 
mographics,  these  are  the  percentage  of  athletes  m  each 
Even  though  we  didn’t  get  as  many  responses  as  we  wanted  from  Di 
vision  II  and  III,  if  you’ll  look  at  the  percentage  of  athletes  who  com¬ 
peted  at  the  NCAA  level,  it  actually  reflects  about  these  percenter ge  - 
io  we  were  pretty  close  in  what  we  got  here.  We  had  almost  14,000 

responses;  it  was  a  really  good  number. 

In  terms  of  the  demographics  and  racial  makeup,  you  can  see 
that  the  majority  were  white;  African-Amencan  was  the  second-most 
category  followed  by  a  few  others.  In  terms  of  gender,  it  was  about 
two  to  one  male  to  female.  We’re  not  going  to  play  Who  Wantsto  be 
a  Millionaire”  but  we’re  going  to  do  a  true/false  quiz.  We  re  go  g 
give  you  seven  questions  on  the  survey.  Let  s  see  how  you  guys  do. 

P  No  1-  Drug  use  is  highest  in  Division  I.  How  many  say  false. 
How  many  say6 true?  Our  survey  says  that  for  all  of  these  cate¬ 
gories— amphetamines,  anabolic  steroids,  ephedrmc  alcohol.  cocaine 
Suana  smoking  tobacco-Division  III  was  actually  the  highest  or 
tied  for  the  highesffor  all  of  these  categories.  I’ll  leave  it  to  you.  You 

probably  have  a  better  idea  as  to  why  this  is,  Hie 

Division  III  has  little  institutional  testing  and  the  NCAA  does  the 

-»«  Afncan-Amen- 

can  student-athletes.  True  or  false?  Survey  says,  for  all  categories, 
Srican  Americans  have  the  low  or  were  tied  for  the  low  among  all 
categories  listed,  especially  things  like  smokeless  tobacco.  African 
Americans  were  about  a  quarter  of  the  white  student-athletes. 

Football  has  the  highest  rate  of  anabolic  steroid  use.  Survey  says 
football  is  number  two.  Water  polo  is  first,  followed  by  football,  me 
baseball  wreTtling  and  women’s  field  hockey.  These  are  not higher 
percentages^  any  event,  but  you  can  see  it's  not  just  football  when 

you  think  about  anabolic  steroids.  ,.  ,  .  t  the 

The  other  thing  that  was  a  little  surprising,  this  looks  at  the 
sources  of  anabolic  steroids.  You  can  see  that  most  of  the  people  got 
it  from  teammates  or  other  relatives.  What  disappointed  me  as  a 
physician  is  that  13  percent  got  it  from  another  physician  besid 
Fw  tMm  doctor.  This  is  something  we  have  to  work  on  as  a  medi- 
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cal  profession  because  it’s  really  unacceptable. 

The  majority  of  college  athletes  feel  the  need  to  keep  up  by  tak¬ 
ing  drugs”  The  survey  says  about  90  percent  either  disagree  or 
strongly  disagree  with  that  statement  and  felt  they  did  not  have  to  do 
that.  So  student-athletes  in  the  NCAA  often  get  painted  unfairly  by 
saying  they’re  all  taking  drugs  when  in  reality  it’s  not  true. 

Marijuana  is  the  most  commonly  used  recreational  drug,  what 
do  you  think  the  number  one  is?  Alcohol  is  number  one;  80  percent 
have  used  it  in  the  past  year.  But  marijuana  was  second,  about  28 
percent.  Followed  by  smokeless  tobacco  and  psychedelics.  You  can 

see  that  steroids  are  only  about  1.1  percent. 

Ephedrine  is  mainly  used  as  a  recreational  drug.  What  do  you 
think7  False?  Well,  the  survey  says  false.  Actually,  50  percent  said 
they  used  it  to  improve  their  athletic  performance.  Our  committee 
actually  took  this  data,  and  because  of  this,  we  added  ephedrine  to 
our  banned  substance  list  in  1998.  That’s  why  we’re  looking  forward 
to  doing  the  survey  again  in  2001. 

The  last  question  is:  Supplements  are  rarely  used.  1  think  we 
know  the  answer  to  this  is  probably  false.  We  can  see  at  this  point 
creatine  was  used  by  13  percent  of  the  respondents  This  was  pre- 
Mark  McGwire,  so  I  would  bet  when  we  do  the  2001  survey,  it  11  be 

much,  much  higher.  .  . 

1  give  you  these  data  in  order  to  show  you  some  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  average  student-athletes.  If  you  want  the  entire  report,  its 
available  from  the  NCAA.  We’ll  be  doing  another  one  in  2001. 

Let’s  talk  about  drug  testing,  because  that’s  the  other  component 
in  all  this.  Obviously,  in  the  NCAA,  we’re  talking  about  urine  drug 
testing.  In  Division  III  testing  policies,  the  NCAA  only  tests  at  cham¬ 
pionship  events.  We  don’t  do  any  year-round  testing  at  the  Division 

III  level,  while  we  do  at  I  and  II. 

The  NCAA  banned  list  has  different  categories  of  use:  stimu¬ 
lants;  anabolic  agents;  substances  banned  from  specific  sports  like  al¬ 
cohol  and  beta  blockers  were  banned  from  rifle  shooting;  diuretics; 
street  drugs;  peptide  hormone  is  like  growth  hormone;  and  then  spe¬ 
cific  limitations  like  caffeine,  testosterone  and  marijuana.  Also 
banned  are  blood  doping,  local  anesthetics  for  nontherapeutic  rea¬ 
sons;  manipulation  of  the  urine  sample;  and  you  are  allowed  to  use 
inhalation,  like  for  asthma,  but  not  in  other  ways. 

The  key  thing  that  1  want  to  bring  up  is  that  all  these  things  were 
added  to  the  banned  list  in  the  last  two  years:  DHEA;  Androstene- 
dione;  Androstenediol;  19-Norandrostenedione;  and  ephedrine.  1  m 
going  to  talk  about  all  of  these  in  a  minute.  The  common  thing,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  athletes  who  say,  “Oh,  1  didn’t  know  this  was  banned  be- 
cause  the  guy  at  the  nutrition  store  told  me  it  wasn't/  is  from  athletic 
directors  at  institutions  who  say  they  didn’t  know  these  things  were 
banned  and  we  don’t  really  have  an  education  program  to  deal  with 

thlSJust  to  give  you  the  results  of  our  1998  NCAA  drug  testing,  I’m 
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not  going  to  go  through  all  the  last/’Te  ^ 
tive  and  their  eligibility  was  revoked  and  tonvmefeV 

l  SCEai  about  40  positive;  we  run  about 

1  TTSESSS-  »  «>>r  “X^tSfouerfthos^ 

is  ,7  of  these  were  nandrelene. f  Seventy 

nandrolone  is  a  steroid  sbow  up  for  the  test.  Five 

were  given  positives  because  t  y  increases  jn  ratios,  but  again, 
were  for  THC  or  maryuana  J3oth  had  incr  boldenone,  which 

steroids  with  a  httie 

marijuana,  and  no  were  given  their  eligibility  back, 

The  ones  who  were  positive  ana  weie  g  reason.  Then 

one  was  a  no-show  who  turne  ° b* ut°tbese  are  what  we  call  naturally 
we  had  17  with  increased  ratios,  but  these  ar  d  ^  -t  wasn>t 

occurring  TE  ratios;  we  reteste  ^  Just  to  tell  you  where 

a  fact,  so  they  b°Wl’ 

these  come  from.  In  f visi0n  I  football,  35;  year- 
we  had  27  pos.tive  In  the  year- 1°"™“ "  und  Division  II  football 

r?5l  Ste"  were  about  82  out  of  about  10,000.  So  we  had  close 

t0  "Let’s  t^^ra^aa^^’^^eIgy^>/jC^ents^are^out  the/e, ^nd'tefore 

l°go°!nUto  th^t/eci^cTuppkmentsJ  want  to  *££ 

situation  and  why  you’re  heanng  ^  J/a  couple 

now  than  five  years  ago.  E  Miller  was  taking  an  over-the- 

of  cases— Bears  quarterback  j  games  of  his  season, 

counter  steroid  supplement  and  1m .the .last  tour  gam  these 

Here’s  somebody  who  had  access " rZoTA  nomal  sup- 

M0°;TddS'  the  Phoenix  Suns’  Ten,  Gog*  had  a  —i 
fZUrof  d",n.ear  KSethlS  a  Sie/d  and  decided  ,o 

take  itand  aimosTdied  J, -  b7^  K«Xth,  Di. 

Why  are  we  having  ^  These  are  some  excerpts 

etary  Supplement  and  Heal  j  k  you’ve  been  through 

from  the  act.  I’m  sorry  for  the  ,egl"lat’T°"u'Kneed  t0  give  you  a  couple 
a  lot  of  that  in  the  law  few  days.  But  I  just  neea  w  g  y 

^“n^nefdrut  S  key  L  the  burden  of  Ptoef  was  put  on 


the  FDA  to  prove  that  the  product  is  unsafe  before  it  can  be  removed. 

So  things  are  put  out  there  and  then  they  can  be  removed.  Finally, 
they  are  put  out  to  establish  labeling  requirements.  Another  thing  it 
says  is— this  is  what’s  in  the  preamble  to  the  dietary  supplement 
act— that  the  nutritional  supplement  industry  is  an  integral  part  of’ 
the  U.S.  economy,  affects  the  cost  and  balance  of  trade,  and  the  fed¬ 
eral  government  should  not  take  any  action  to  slow  the  distribution 

of  supplements.  . 

Let’s  see  how  successful  they’ve  been.  They  put  a  definition  of  A 
supplement  is  a  product  intended  to  supplement  the  diet . . .  As  I  go 
through  some  of  these,  you  can  determine  whether  these  definitions 
are  actually  being  met.  It  cannot  be  a  conventional  food  and  it  must 
be  labeled  as  a  dietary  supplement.  In  addition,  the  claims  cannot  be 
false  or  misleading.  They  may  not  claim  a  relationship  to  a  disease 
or  a  health  condition.  You  can’t  say,  for  instance,  that  this  drug  is  to 
treat  baldness,  but  you  can  say  this  is  to  promote  healthy  hair 
growth.  You’ll  see  they  do  this  all  the  time. 

Based  on  this,  of  all  the  supplements  out  there,  the  FDA  took 
eight  actions  in  1998.  You  can  see  they’re  not  really  looking  at  this 
too  closely.  In  addition,  they  said  at  the  time  only  54  percent  of  Amer¬ 
icans  use  supplements.  At  the  time  in  1994,  there  were  600  supple¬ 
ment  manufacturers  and  they  had  $4  billion  in  annual  sales.  You  can 
see  that  the  supplement  act  was  to  increase  the  accessibility.  What 
happened  after  that,  in  1997,  up  to  $12  billion  in  sales.  Its  probably 
$14  billion  in  sales  now.  So  you  can  see  since  the  dietary  supplement 
act  was  legislated,  it’s  almost  been  an  avenue  for  these  manufactur- 
GI*S. 

The  last  quote  I’ll  give  you  from  this  is  from  a  Congressman  from 
California  who  was  the  sponsor  of  the  bill:  “This  legislation  will  en¬ 
sure  consumers  access  to  all  supplements  on  the  market  so  long  as 
they  are  not  unsafe.”  How  do  you  like  that  for  Washington  double- 
talk?  He’s  not  saying  that  these  are  actually  the  supplements  that 
are  safe— only  the  ones  that  are  not  unsafe. 

I  want  to  show  you  how  this  came  down.  Some  of  the  claims  that 
we  see  with  supplements,  and  you’ll  hear  this  from  athletes,  are  it’s 
natural  or  not  drugs  and  they’re  safer  than  pharmaceuticals.  Here 
are  some  natural  products:  nicotine,  marijuana,  heroine,  cocaine, 
digoxin  and  most  of  our  powerful  chemotherapy  drugs  all  come  from 
plants.  I  don’t  think  that  anybody  would  think  that  these  things  are 
natural  or  safe.  Natural  is  not  being  safe. 

In  1993  to  1998,  there  were  2,600  reports  of  serious  problems, 
there  were  100  known  deaths  from  supplements.  I’m  going  to  talk  in 
a  minute  about  blue  nitro,  which  is  what  caused  the  seizure  in  Tom 
Gugliotta.  There’s  also  a  question  of  purity.  There’s  a  large  variance 
between  the  brands,  a  large  variance  even  within  a  certain  brand, 
and  even  in  certain  bottles.  How  do  we  know  this?  I  work  at  the 
UCLA  Olympic  drug-testing  lab.  We  tested  26  pills.  We  sent  one  of 
our  research  assistants  off  to  a  nutrition  store  and  had  him  get  eight 


different  brands  of  Androstenediol.  We  took  26  pills  out  and  analysed 
themWe  put  them  into  f.ve  eategories. 

contained  between  90  and  P0  category.  Category 

label.  As  you  can  see,  there  s  nothing  “^“”rCent  of  at  least  one 
2  was  supplements  that  containe  es  category.  Category 

ingredient.  We  had  seven “£*d  ‘  ^ingredient  that  was  not 

Lud%nhtheTabreT?,at  was  two 

no  percent  of  at 

least  one  ingredient  listed.  Th^ewas  one  the  Di- 

You  can  see  that  none  of  them ^fell  w _Categoo 'nt  is  consid- 
etary  Health  and  Supplement  Act,  ad  y  ^  PP^  ingredient  and 

qwmtfty^  and^ail  s  *to^^entify°Hie  1^rength^that  the^  'acL 

eS'onethat  wTPick°eS  X Z  shelf  would  have  failed  this  test  m 

’’’’Ywant  to  taht  about  Mme  ^g^^p^hiTirwha fathletes 

athletes  take.  I  m  not  just  ta  in6  ^  things  that  they  were 

take.  Wehadan^«tart.lrtrf^ann^;  ^ or. 

taking.  This  is  what  transport  system;  gr¬ 
ange;  Cytomax,  a  cross  another  B  complex;  Multi 

seng;  HMB;  B  complex;  ammo  acid  iuel  >  even  at  whoiesale 

-E  stf  J&ssssfiz:  ~  - . 

female  cross  country  runner.  enough  money  to 

about  $6°  a  We6k  min‘ 

rughtritS^Sttple  B  complex,  most  of  this  is  jus,  being 

urinated  right  out.  first  thing  I  want  to 

Let’s  talk  about  some ,  gjctfe hI’s  going  to 
talk  about  is  creatine.  Watch,  Pop  y  aad  warn,  he  can  clobber 

Bluto’soSineTas  mad!  its  way  inlo  the  comic  pages  of  our 

PaPer-  .  9  WaU  fnr  those  of  you  who  don’t  know,  it’s 

What  is  creatine?  well,  lor  those  o  y  new 

amino  acid.  It  was  first  identrOed m .the  1800s,  so  tins 
substance.  It  is  synthesi“d  rnrtr  .  P  m  micrograms  of 
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You  don't  need  to  go  to  the  nutrition  store  to  g;et  creatine.  You  can 
go  to  the  local  herring  store  and  get  lots  of  creatine,  but  most  people 
don't  like  eating  that  much  herring.  But  you  can  get  it  in  meats  and 
fish  and  other  types  of  things.  Because  of  this,  depending  on  your 
diet,  you  may  be  getting  plenty  of  creatine.  That’s  why  we're  seeing 
big  individual  variations  in  creatine  because  whether  creatine  works 
or  not  depends  on  the  bank  of  creatine  in  your  body. 

Some  of  the  conclusions  that  we've  come  to  with  creatine  is  that 
it  may  be  ergogenic  or  performance  enhancing  for  repeated  60-  to  30- 
second  maximum  cycle  events.  So  if  you’re  doing  something  that’s  up 
to  30  seconds,  you  have  a  one-  or  two-minute  rest  period  in  between, 
you  go  again,  and  you  keep  doing  that,  creatine  may  help.  But  you 
need  a  recovery  period  of  20  seconds  to  five  minutes.  It  can  be  con¬ 
sidered  ergogenic  for  just  a  single  bout  or  sprint  because  you  need 
that  recovery  time  for  your  body  to  resynthesize  creatine.  It  may  im¬ 
prove  strength,  but  I  would  emphasize  it  may.  It  says  ergogenic  or  for 
a  single  bout  or  for  swimming.  It  does  not  benefit  submaximals,  so  if 
you're  not  doing  a  fully  maximal  type  of  test,  it's  probably  not  going 
to  be  beneficial. 

The  No.  3  point  is  important.  It’s  never  been  shown  to  be  benefi¬ 
cial  in  a  nonlaboratory  setting.  We  could  put  people  on  an  ergometer 
or  on  a  cycle  and  have  them  do  these  repetitive-type  things  and  show 
some  benefit,  but  not  in  a  nonlaboratory  setting.  Again,  there's  large 
individual  variation.  If  you  have  a  lot  of  creatine  stores  in  your  body 
to  start  with  and  you  take  extra  creatine,  it’s  probably  not  going  to 
help.  If  you’re  a  woman  or  a  vegetarian  who  doesn’t  get  maybe  a  lot 
of  meat  in  your  diet,  creatine  may  benefit.  Again,  I  stress  it  may. 

Unfortunately,  the  only  way  to  tell  what  your  creatine  stores  are 
is  to  go  under  anesthesia,  have  a  surgeon  take  a  piece  of  your  muscle 
out,  get  it  analyzed  at  the  lab,  and  then  decide  what  your  creatine 
stores  are.  Most  people  are  not  willing  to  do  that. 

In  terms  of  adverse  effects  on  creatine,  it  does  cause  weight  gain 
via  water  retention.  So  a  lot  of  weight  that  you’re  gaining  is  just 
water  weight.  There  is  no  relation  to  muscle  dysfunction.  There  used 
to  be  a  lot  of  sayings  that  creatine  caused  cramps.  It  probably  does 
not  if  you  hydrate  well.  It  probably  is  well  tolerated  by  the  GI  tract. 
In  the  short-term  use — I'd  stress  short-term,  like  10  days — it  does  not 
seem  to  affect  healthy  kidneys.  Although  for  people  with  diseased 
kidneys,  it  probably  is  not  very  good. 

In  the  short  term,  it  probably  doesn’t  affect  cardiac  function.  Be¬ 
cause  the  brain  and  testicles  make  creatine  and  also  have  creatine  re¬ 
ceptors,  it  may  affect  the  brain  creatine.  That’s  why  we  do  see  a  lot 
of  people  who  take  creatine  will  complain  of  headaches.  There  may 
be  potential  fertility  problems  if  you’re  taking  long-term  because  the 
testicles  manufacture  creatine  as  well 

Wc  do  tell  people  you  should  avoid  creatine  before  a  workout. 
Now,  people  are  taking  creatine  with  a  big  sugar  load.  That’s  proba¬ 
bly  not  a  good  idea.  It  doesn’t  have  any  effect  on  aerobic  performance, 
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so  that  cross  country  runner 

was  not  helping  her  too, much-  “  at‘ time.  You  prob- 

high.  They  talk  about  20  or  40  grams  oi  cr  taking 

ably  don’t  need  that.  Some  of  the  i^rature^es  ^  that>8 

small  doses,  which  is  1.5  gra,”1S,  PY  ^ody^makes  about  two  grams 

•/*-  -  *  - 

we  can  tell.  Smith  who  is  chair  of  our  sports 

1  want  to  talk  about  Dr  ^  ^  at  ’UNC  in  chapel  Hill  on  ere- 
sciences  committee.  y  c  Thev  found  that  about  80  per- 

atinc  use  in  their  Division  item  by  someone 

cent  of  creatine  users  had  been  maybe  1  should 

else.  This  is  not  people  all  of  a judder inpr^  Whoisitrecom- 

go  take  some  creatine;  it  s  recom  roaches  athletic  trainers, 

mended  to  the™  ^LfVeopl^are  relying  not  just  on  the  physician 
teammates  and  friends.  Peop  friends  or  their  teammates, 

athletic  trainer,  they’re  looking to  the.r  haen* .  o  ^  jn 

Interesting  also  48  percen of male: atMetts  it 

this  survey  versus  4  percent  of  females  une  t  J=  ,ha[  a  lot 

ErbV£g^co°„d.eryP?.r  people  who  have  already  been  exposed 

“  '‘bur  committee  has  come  up  with  a S‘uhU  p'otathowo^U 
not  recommend  placing  it  on  JjjJ recommend  that  creatine  be 
should  not  replace  ^  doesn't  afCect  Division  Ill  too 

a  nonpermissible  benefit.  .  Division  II 

much,  but  Division  1  »  struggling  wrth  that  ngh *  m  ^  ^  ^ 

and  HI  have  implemented  this  and  it  ha  i  tituPtion  give  this  out 
we  can  tell.  So  we  do  not  recommend  that  an  insmuuo  g 

for  a  variety  of  reasons.  tbat  Mark  McGwire  made 

Let’s  talk  about  some  of  the  thl^*Hrt  are  known  as  anabolic 
popular;  some  of  the  dietary  suppleme  McGwire  in  1998:  “It’s 

steroid  precursors.  This  ,s  “«y  and  responsibly,  there’s 

something  that s .legal  ami  fyou mse itsa  ^  y ^  ^  ^  t0  defend 

no  problem  I  Just  think  it  s  y  ^  allowed  by  Major  League 

using  something  that  s  perl  y  S  elected  to  stop  using 

Baseball.”  That  was  1998.  One  year^ater.^  ^  Qf  having  my 

Androstenedione  because  Id  pnrinrsin£  it.  I  got  tired  of  young 

name  associated  with  it  as  \  would  have  said  that 

kids  associating  my  name  with  it  I  w,sn  ne,"° 

the  year  before^  It  would  have  helped  us  H  we  fcaJk  about 

What  was  he  taking.  ni-TFA  Androstenedione,  An- 

when  we  talk  about  steroid  precursors.  DHEA.  A  d  hated 

drostenediol,  19-Norandrostenedione.  For  those  y 
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chemistry,  I  apologize  for  this,  but  it’s  necessary.  If  you  look  at  the 
bottom  left,  his  testosterone,  that’s  the  testosterone  molecule.  All 
these  other  things,  especially  the  top  row,  are  all  the  supplements.  It 
doesn’t  take  an  organic  chemist  to  see  that  these  are  very  closely  re¬ 
lated. 

Nandrolone  is  our  old  friend  the  anabolic  steroid.  Right  above 
that  is  19-Norandrostenedione,  which  is  about  one  carbon  different 
than  the  nandrolone.  What  happens  is  that  DHEA  is  converted  to 
Androstenedione  in  your  body.  Androstenedione  converts  to  testos¬ 
terone.  DHEA  can  also  get  converted  to  Androstenediol,  which  goes 
to  testosterone. 

So  people  got  the  idea  that  if  testosterone  is  banned  and  I  can’t 
buy  it  because  it’s  a  controlled  substance,  what  if  I  take  a  precursor? 
So  we’re  giving  people  Androstenedione  that  gets  converted  to  testos¬ 
terone.  The  bottom  line  is  if  you  wouldn’t  take  testosterone  because 
you’re  opposed  to  it  or  you  don’t  think  it’s  healthy,  why  would  you 
take  something  it’s  converted  to? 

When  you  see  this  cascade  that  goes  from  DHEA  to  Androstene¬ 
dione  into  testosterone,  at  each  phase  various  other  substances  are 
siphoned  off.  Let’s  say  you  take  100  milligrams  of  DHEA,  you  don’t 
end  up  with  100  milligrams  of  testosterone.  You  get  little  side  chains, 
so  maybe  a  couple  of  milligrams  is  testosterone.  That’s  why  if  you 
take  a  little  bit  of  DHEA,  you  can  get  a  little  bit  of  testosterone;  take 
a  lot  of  it,  you  get  a  little  bit  more.  You  know  the  athlete  who  we  all 
work  with  believes  if  a  little  is  good,  then  more  is  better 

DHEA  is  a  very  weak  androgen.  It  is  produced  in  the  adrenal 
glands  and  is  sold  as  a  supplement  because  it’s  found  in  wild  yams. 
If  you’re  not  eating  a  lot  of  wild  yams,  you’re  taking  a  whole  lot  of  this 
stuff.  Athletes,  instead  of  taking  maybe  a  small  amount  like  they’re 
advertising,  50  to  100  milligrams,  they’re  taking  300  milligrams,  500 
milligrams,  or  even  1,000. 

Androstenedione  is  what  Mark  McGwire  was  taking.  He  talks 
about  how  this  is  a  natural  substance.  This  natural  substance  was  in¬ 
vented  by  the  East  Germans  in  the  1960s  as  a  nasal  spray  to  circum¬ 
vent  Olympic  drug  testing.  That’s  how  natural  it  is.  It’s  marketed  as 
a  natural  testosterone.  It’s  banned  by  the  NCAA  and  the  IFC. 

If  you  take  enough  of  it,  you  get  an  increased  testosterone  ratio 
and  you  get  a  positive  drug  test.  This  is  not  just  theoretical.  From 
our  lab  we’ve  taken  people,  given  them  the  supplement,  watched  it  go 
through  their  kidneys,  analyzed  it,  and  it  turns  out  that  when  you  do 
that,  in  the  urine  you  get  the  metabolites  of  testosterone,  just  as  if 
you  had  taken  testosterone.  Again,  it  depends  on  how  much  you  take. 

19-Norandrostenedione  is  very  similar  to  Androstenedione  except 
for  one  difference,  instead  of  it  getting  converted  to  testosterone,  it 
gets  converted  to  the  very  potent  anabolic  steroid  nandrolone.  With 
nandrolone,  less  of  it  goes  to  estrogen.  It’s  touted  as  a  more  potent 
anabolic  steroid. 

Some  of  the  adverse  effects  of  all  these  things  are  just  the  same 
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if  you  took  testosterone.  There’s  an  increased  risk  of  prostate  can- 
r  it  raises  your  cholesterol;  it  can  give  you  cardiac  problems;  and  it 
can  give  you  male  pattern  hair  growth,  especially  in  women.  We  don  t 
know  what  the  effect  is  going  to  be  in  adolescents  because  they  re  still 
growing,  but  we  can  assume  it’s  not  too  good.  We  get  a  lot  of  hor¬ 
mones  through  adolescence.  But  it  potentially  has  all  the  risks  of  an¬ 
abolic  steroid,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  you  don’t  know  whats  in 
them  because  it’s  a  supplement. 

Your  question  from  all  of  this,  I’m  sure  will  be,  is  why  are  people 
able  to  sell  these  in  stores  as  nutritional  supplements  when  they  usu¬ 
ally  contain  steroids?  It  has  to  do  with  the  Anabolic  Steroid  Control 
act  of  1990.  In  order  for  something  to  be  an  anabolic  steroid,  it  has 
to  be  a  molecular  structure  similar  to  testosterone.  I  think  you  all 
saw  from  that  previous  slide  that  this  is  very  close  to  testosterone.  It 
has  to  be  pharmacologically  related  to  testosterone,  which  it  is.  It 
can’t  be  estrogen  or  progesterone  or  a  female  hormone,  which  it  isn  t. 
You  also  have  to  be  able  to  demonstrate  that  its  muscle-building. 
That  has  not  been  demonstrated  yet,  so  that’s  why  they  have  been 
able  to  market  this  stuff.  If  they  proved  that  it  was  muscle-building, 
it  would  be  classified  as  an  anabolic  steroid. 

There’s  a  lack  of  scientific  research  on  all  of  these  things.  I  did 
this  slide  a  couple  of  months  ago,  and  since  that  time,  there  have  now 
been  two  scientific  papers  on  Androstenedione.  They  are  not  great 
papers,  but  at  least  they’re  out  there.  If  you  go  to  Web  sites,  punch  in 
Androstenedione  on  Yahoo  or  AOL  or  something.  There  s  25,000  Web 
sites  selling  nandrolone.  For  19-Norandrostenedione,  it  is  six  million. 
The  information’s  out  there  on  the  Internet.  People  are  selling  it  out 
of  their  basements,  very  successfully.  But  there’s  very  little  science 

on  this.  .  ,  .  T. , 

The  next  supplement  I  want  to  talk  to  you  about  is  ephednne.  It  s 

also  known  as  Ma  Huang,  ephedra,  mini  whites.  It’s  not  only  found 
in  diet  pills,  we  also  now  find  that  it’s  found  in  teas,  it’s  found  in  en¬ 
ergy  bars  like  the  Power  Bar.  We  had  a  person  who  tested  positive 
who  was  taking  an  energy  bar.  It’s  called  a  Speed  Bar.  It  has  300  mil¬ 
ligrams  of  ephedrine  and  150  milligrams  of  caffeine.  Thats  being 
sold  over  the  counter.  This  person  tested  positive  for  ephedrine. 

Ephedrine  is  very  rarely  found  in  cold  preparations.  Cold  prepa¬ 
rations  know  that  it  has  too  many  side  effects  so  they  don’t  use  that. 
Ephedrine  is  a  stimulant.  If  you  take  enough  of  it,  you  get  anxiety, 
palpitation,  insomnia  and  stomach  upset.  It’s  a  potent  stimulant  if 
taken  in  high  doses.  In  some  of  these  diet  pills,  it  is  given  in  very  high 

Ephedrine  is  banned  by  the  USOC  and  IFC;  it  was  banned  by  the 
NCAA  in  1997.  Just  as  importantly,  it  can  be  distinguished  under 
drug  testing  from  sudafed,  phenylpropanolamine.  So  we’ll  have  peo¬ 
ple  on  appeals  calls  say  they  just  took  a  cold  tablet.  We’ll  say  proba¬ 
bly  not  because  that  contains  sudafed  and  you  tested  positive  for 
ephedrine.  So  ephedrine  can  be  distinguished. 
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Gammahydroxybutyrate  is  the  next  one.  This  one  is  used  by  body 
builders.  It’s  also  known  as  the  date  rape  drug.  It  comes  in  a  variety 
of  different  formulations.  It’s  been  marketed  by  body  builders  since 
1990.  It  can  increase  muscle  mass. 

Just  to  give  you  an  idea  as  to  what  the  signs  of  stimulants  are 
based  on,  I  just  use  this  one  as  an  example.  GHB  was  used  to  treat 
narcolepsy.  It  was  a  very  rare  sleeping- type  disease.  People  with  nar¬ 
colepsy,  if  given  GHB,  get  more  delta- wave  sleep.  Delta- wave  sleep  is 
the  time  when  growth  hormone  is  made  while  you’re  sleeping.  So 
these  geniuses  who  take  this  thing  said  GHB  increases  delta  sleep. 
Delta  sleep  increases  growth  hormone,  so  GHB  increases  growth  hor¬ 
mone.  That’s  what  it’s  based  on.  That’s  only  in  people  with  nar¬ 
colepsy.  It’s  never  been  done  in  people  who  have  normal  sleep  func¬ 
tion.  That’s  the  whole  basis  of  GHB. 

It’s  dangerous.  Fifty-seven  people  had  acute  illnesses  from  GHB 
in  the  mid-’90s.  Nine  patients  had  to  be  on  ventilators.  There  were 
some  very,  very  serious  types  of  problems.  We’re  also  having  people 
start  using  these  precursors.  So  instead  of  using  GHB,  because  that 
got  banned,  people  are  using  a  precursor  so  it  gets  converted  to  GHB. 
In  Texas,  there  were  55  serious  reactions,  19  people  with  seizures, 
and  one  death — five  of  these  were  kids  under  18.  The  FDA  finally  put 
an  alert  onto  GHB.  So  it’s  a  very  dangerous  substance  if  people  fool 
around  with  it. 

To  finish  and  tell  you  the  supplements  that  are  banned  by  the 
NCAA — DHEA  is  banned  because  of  increased  testosterone  ratio. 
Androstenedione  and  diol  also  get  converted  to  that.  19-Noran- 
drostenedione,  which  is  nandrolone,  also  is  banned.  Ma  Huang  or 
ephedrine.  Caffeine  is  banned  above  12  and  15  micrograms.  How 
much  is  that?  If  I  drink  a  cup  of  coffee,  will  I  get  banned?  No.  You 
need  to  drink  about  eight  to  10  cups  of  strongly  brewed  espresso 
about  an  hour  before  your  event.  So  we’re  not  talking  about  recre¬ 
ational  use.  You  might  think  no  one  could  drink  that  much  coffee. 
You  probably  couldn’t,  but  things  like  No-Doze  contain  about  100  mil¬ 
ligrams  of  caffeine.  If  you  took  about  eight  to  10  No-Doze,  you  would 
get  there  pretty  quickly 

To  summarize,  these  supplements  are  questionable  for  quality 
control.  They’re  relatively  high  cost  for  what  you  get.  You  can  get 
most  of  this  stuff  out  of  your  diet  much  cheaper.  There’s  very  little 
scientifically  controlled  studies.  The  theoretical  benefits  have  not 
been  demonstrated,  but  the  bottom  line  is  they’re  probably  innocuous 
at  best  and  they’re  probably  also  innocuous  at  least.  Again,  this  is 
taken  in  small  doses.  The  problem  comes  when  people  take  three, 
four,  five  or  10  times  the  dosage  recommended.  Then  they’re  proba¬ 
bly  not  so  innocuous. 

Division  III  policy  on  nutritional  supplements  is  that  supple¬ 
ments  are  not  a  permissible  benefit  and  our  committee  definitely 
agrees  with  that.  Division  I  is  having  a  little  more  problem  with  that 
right  now.  Why  should  we  care  about  supplements?  Number  one  is 
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safety.  We  had  an  appeal  recently  where  a  strength  coach,  unbe¬ 
knownst  to  the  athletic  director,  who  found  out  on  the  appeal  call,  was 
giving  out  a  supplement.  Unless  you  can  verify  exactly  what’s  in  that 
supplement,  I  would  not  give  it  out. 

Lets  say  you  have  somebody  with  a  little  bit  of  kidney  disease 
and  you  give  him  tons  of  creatine.  If  that  person  develops  kidney  fail¬ 
ure,  it  could  be  your  liability.  In  addition,  there’s  drug-testing  issues. 
You  could  be  giving  somebody  something  that  inadvertently  contains 
a  banned  substance — the  legal  liability  we’ve  talked  about.  There’s 
also  the  negative  publicity  about  testing  positive  for  your  institution. 

Our  committee  recommends  a  minimum  standard  for  drug-edu¬ 
cation  programs.  We  recommend  that  each  institution  review  and  de¬ 
velop  individual  team  policies  with  alcohol  and  drugs.  You  should  de¬ 
velop  athletic  department  policies.  You  should  review  the 
institutional  drug  and  alcohol  policy.  Review  your  conference  policy 
if  they  have  one  and  any  conference  or  institutional  drug-testing  pol¬ 
icy.  In  addition,  we  recommend  that  all  institutions  review  the  NCAA 
alcohol,  tobacco  and  drug  policy,  including  the  ban  on  smokeless  to¬ 
bacco,  the  list  of  banned  drugs,  and  the  testing  protocol. 

We  have  an  NCAA  video  that  goes  through  the  drug-testing  pro¬ 
tocol.  We  recommend  that  all  institutions  have  their  athletes  view 
this.  We  recommend  that  you  discuss  nutritional  supplements  and 
tell  them  to  check  with  somebody  in  the  athletic  department  before 
you  take  anything.  Allow  time  for  questions  and  answers  for  the  ath¬ 
letes. 

Where  are  we  going  with  this  testing?  We  are  proposing  year- 
round  testing  for  Division  I  baseball  and  swimming.  Baseball  has  a 
high  use  of  steroids,  almost  as  high  as  football.  The  swimming 
coaches  in  Division  I  asked  for  more  testing.  We’re  going  to  start 
doing  carbon  isotope  ratio  testing,  which  is  a  way  of  more  specifically 
testing  for  testosterone  and  to  tell  whether  it’s  athlete  testosterone  or 
manufactured  testosterone. 

We  want  to  find  a  better  detection  of  supplements.  We  don’t  know 
where  we’re  going  with  creatine.  There  may  be  a  test  for  creatine  at 
some  point  in  the  future  or  we  may  come  to  agree  that  creatine  is 
okay  to  use.  There’s  still  not  enough  information  on  that  at  this  time. 
For  Division  III,  we’re  looking  into  expansion  of  year-round  testing 
for  Division  III  football  for  next  year.  That  is  going  to  come  from  your 
analysis  here. 

You  know  that  wrestlers  are  doing  the  weight  certification. 
There’s  been  some  impetus  to  provide  drug  testing  during  that  certi¬ 
fication  period  to  make  sure  that  wrestlers  aren’t  trying  to  meet 
those  demands  by  using  diuretics.  So  we  may  start  doing  drug  test¬ 
ing  for  that. 

We  want  to  try  to  improve  access  to  multimedia  educational  ma¬ 
terials.  The  Internet  project  that’s  going  to  be  going  on-line  here  very 
soon  is  going  to  have  all  this  information  that  student-athletes  can 
access.  We  want  to  try  to  do  more  education,  especially  on  supple- 
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ments.  We  have  several  projects  that  we’re  going  to  be  meeting  about 
next  week  to  discuss  and  try  to  move  forward. 

I  just  want  to  tell  you  that  with  athletes,  it  s  not  so  much  what 
drug  you’re  taking,  it’s  intentionally  doing  it— -someone  like  Mark 
McGwire,  who  had  so  many  records. 

But  here’s  another  example  of  an  athlete  who  was  taking  epo, 
which  is  what  the  people  in  the  Tour  de  France  were  taking.  This  guy 
was  taking  it  because  he  was  competing  in  the  Transplant  Olympics 
because  he  had  lost  a  kidney.  He  had  to  have  his  kidneys  trans¬ 
planted  and  his  kidneys  weren’t  making  it  on  their  own  so  we  had  to 
give  him  that  before  the  Transplant  Olympics  one  year.  This  guy  ran 
the  mile  in  five  minutes  or  so  even  after  his  kidney  transplant.  So 
you  can  see  that  it’s  not  just  the  substance  they’re  using,  it’s  why 
they’re  using  it. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention.  (Applause)  We  have 
about  five  minutes  for  questions.  If  anyone  has  questions,  I  d  be 
happy  to  answer  or  I’ll  stick  around  for  a  little  bit  if  people  have  ques¬ 
tions  to  ask. 

Leon  Lunder  (Carlton  College):  I  was  curious  about  the  access 
of  this  presentation  at  any  point. 

Dr.  Green:  I  don’t  know  the  answer  to  that. 

Dan  Dutcher  (NCAA  Staff):  The  transcript  will  appear  in  the 
Convention  Proceedings  when  they’re  published  in  the  spring. 

Dr.  Green:  I  guess  I  answered  all  your  questions.  I’ll  hang 
around  the  front  if  anybody  has  any  questions  they’d  like  to  ask.  (Ap¬ 
plause) 

Ms.  Die:  Many  thanks,  Dr.  Green,  for  making  the  time  to  review 
this  most  important  issue  with  us  today.  It  may  not  be  that  we  have 
no  questions,  it  may  be  you  provided  so  much  information  that  we 
need  to  think  and  reflect  before  we  come  back  with  questions.  I  hope 
this  discussion  has  opened  some  eyes  and  raised  our  consciousness 
regarding  athletic  performance  enhancements.  I  urge  all  of  us  to  con¬ 
tinue  this  discussion  when  we  return  to  our  own  campuses  and  our 
own  conferences. 

Our  next  discussion  deals  with  the  public  perception  of  the 
NCAA.  This  issue  is  important  not  only  because  we  are  all  members, 
it  also  is  important  because  the  public  often  paints  with  a  very  broad 
brush  when  it  comes  to  its  perception  of  intercollegiate  athletics.  As 
you  heard  yesterday,  enhancing  the  public  identity  of  Division  III  is 
a  key  goal  in  our  strategic  plan.  The  Association  recently  has  com¬ 
pleted  an  important  study  that  has  helped  us  achieve  this  goal,  but 
much  work  remains.  You  will  hear  about  this  in  the  next  few  min¬ 
utes.  Here  to  lead  our  discussion  today  are  Danita  Edwards,  NCAA 
vice-president  for  public  affairs,  and  Wally  Renfro,  the  NCAA’s  direc- 
tor  of  public  relations. 

NCAA  PUBLIC  RELATIONS  STUDY  AND  PLAN  DISCUSSION 

Danita  Edwards  (NCAA  Staff):  Good  morning  and  thanks  so 
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much  for  this  opportunity.  Fm  going  to  be  very  brief  and  get  the  pro¬ 
cess  started  by  talking  about  the  research  that  has  launched  the  pub¬ 
lic  affairs  plan.  Fll  give  you  the  general  overview  as  to  why  we  need 
to  move  forward  with  this  plan. 

Fm  very  pleased  to  tell  you  that  we  moved  forward  on  what  we 
think  is  a  pretty  good  working  draft  of  the  plan.  Certainly  key  to  this 
plan  will  be  input  that  we  receive  from  you.  We  want  to  use  this  op¬ 
portunity  to  start  the  process  by  giving  you  some  background.  Fll 
then  come  back  and  talk  a  little  bit  more  about  the  plan.  We’ll  talk 
specifically  about  how  the  plan  relates  to  your  Division  III  strategic 
plan  and  then  we’ll  open  things  up  for  questions  and  answers. 

Let  me  introduce  Wally. 

Wally  Renfro  (NCAA  Staff):  Thank  you,  Danita.  Danita  and  I 
have  made  this  presentation  a  number  of  times,  but  I  have  to  say  this 
is  a  special  one  this  morning  because  this  is  really  the  first  opportu¬ 
nity  that  we  have  had  to  present  to  a  significant  number  of  the  mem¬ 
bership  and  it  helps  begin  to  make  this  real  for  us.  We’ve  lived  with 
this  for  a  number  of  months  and  worked  on  it  hard.  But  it’s  been 
within  kind  of  a  vacuum  of  the  public  affairs  staff,  so  this  is  really  a 
good  opportunity  for  us  to  start  putting  some  daylight  on  this  and 
we’re  very  pleased  to  do  that. 

As  we  have  looked  at  the  public  affairs  plan  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  we’re  moving  toward  the  centennial  of  the  Association 
in  2006,  as  Ced  talked  about  Sunday  in  his  state  of  the  Association 
speech,  we  believe  that  the  public  affairs  plan  should  be  a  part  of  that 
total  effort  to  prepare  for  the  NCAA’s  next  century.  In  doing  that,  I 
want  to  give  you  a  little  bit  of  an  environmental  overview  that  we 
have  contemplated  as  we  have  worked  on  the  plan. 

We’ve  really  been  asking  the  question  for  a  number  of  years, 
whether  we  realized  it  or  not,  really  for  the  last  five  years,  we’ve  been 
asking  the  question:  What  should  the  NCAA  and  intercollegiate  ath¬ 
letics  be  like  in  its  second  100  years?  I  think  that’s  an  important 
question  for  us  to  ask  and  it  certainly  is  one  that’s  fitting  for  this  par¬ 
ticular  effort.  We’ve  been  engaged  in  a  number  of  key  initiatives  dur¬ 
ing  that  period  of  time.  Probably  one  of  the  most  important  certainly 
was  the  restructuring  of  the  Association’s  governance  structure.  That 
was  important  in  lots  of  ways  but  certainly  was  important  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  the  leadership  of  college  presidents  over  this 
particular  enterprise  and  this  endeavor  on  campus. 

We  think  that  the  move  to  Indianapolis  of  the  national  office  was 
an  important  component  in  preparing  for  our  second  100  years,  cer¬ 
tainly  symbolically  it  is  important.  President  Dempsey  wanted  to 
make  sure  that  we  came  here  in  a  building  that  had  a  much  more 
open  environment,  one  that  was  more  open  for  the  staff  itself  but  one 
that  was  also  more  open  in  terms  of  how  we  are  received,  how  we  re¬ 
late  to  the  membership.  We  certainly  wanted  to  make  the  national 
office  building  a  meeting  place  for  the  membership,  and  we  believe 
we’ve  done  that.  And  we  know  that  over  the  next  few  months  and 

Division  III  Business  Session -  351 


years,  you’re  going  to  get  an  opportunity  to  see  that  for  yourself.  We 
hope  that  you’re  going  to  be  very  pleased  with  your  new  home  and 

that’s  reallv  what  we  want  it  to  be.  ^ 

On  Sunday,  Ced  spent  a  lot  of  time  on  the  state  of  the  Association 
speech  talking  about  the  Executive  Committee  retreat  that  took 
place  in  October  and  the  four  goals  that  came  out  of  there.  We  think 
that  that  was  an  awfully  important  part  of  getting  ready  fort™  As¬ 
sociation’s  second  100  years.  Those  things  are  all  initiatives  that  now 
we  have  completed.  There  are  a  couple  of  others  that  are  in  the  pro- 

cess,  certainly  evolving.  .  nf 

The  formal  strategic  planning  process  has  been  a  major  part  ol 

that  whole  plan.  Division  III  has  been  a  leader  in  that.  Thats  a  pro¬ 
cess  that  we  have  tried  to  make  sure  that  we  ve  examined  as  we  ave 

prepared  the  public  affairs  plan.  ,,  , 

Then  finally,  of  course,  the  initiative  that  we  re  here  to  talk  about 
today  developing  a  plan  for  the  Association  and  for  intercollegiate 
athletics  that  addresses  perception.  We  think  this  is  important  not 
only  for  the  perception  of  the  NCAA  and  college  sports  in  general,  but 
the  impact  on  higher  education  because  that  is  the  environment  in 
which  we  operate  and  it’s  one  we  try  to  be  mindful  of  on  a  continual 

We  started  with  some  research,  and  we’re  going  to  spend  some 
time  talking  about  that  this  morning.  We  brought  in  two  companies^ 
Lou  Harris  &  Associates  and  Landor  &  Associates,  to  help  us  wi  h 
that.  Harris  is  a  company  that  we’ve  used  before.  They  re  a  we  - 
known  company  and  brought  a  level  of  reliability  and  validity,  we  be¬ 
lieve,  to  the  research  that’s  important.  Landor  is  important  because 
Landor  is  a  company  that  is  really  internationally  famous  for  helping 
organizations,  especially  in  terms  of  developing  a  graphic  image  of  an 

°rgaWe  asked  the  researchers  to  start  with  the  NCAA  mission.  We 
talked  often  as  we  have  developed  this  plan  about  the  integration  ol 
intercollegiate  athletics  into  the  mission  of  higher  education,  the  in¬ 
tegration  of  the  student-athlete  into  the  student  body  I  hope  you 
heard  remarks  in  Ced’s  state  of  the  Association  speech  on  Sunday, 
that  maybe  you  understand  how  important  that  is. 

We  talked  about  that  piece  of  the  mission  that  isn  t,  frankly,  often 
talked  about,  retaining  the  clear  line  of  demarcation  between  inter¬ 
collegiate  athletics  and  professional  sports.  We  believe  that  that  is 
one  of  the  things  that  makes  college  sports  very  unique.  The  process 
of  participating  in  athletics  while  you’re  pursuing  an  education  is 
unique  in  sports.  It’s  unique  in  all  sports,  really  all  across  the  spec¬ 
trum,  and  it  certainly  is  one  of  the  things  that  sets  college  sports  in 
America  apart  from  any  other  kind  of  experience  throughout  the 

W°rWe  told  the  researchers  that  inherent  to  what  we’re  doing  is  that 
the  competitive  athletics  programs  of  member  institutions  should  be 
a  part  of  the  educational  system,  and  that’s  how  we  wanted  to  engi- 
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neer  the  plan  and  how  we  wanted  to  have  them  help  us  prepare  for 
that.  So  the  research  challenge  really  was  to  create  an  empirical 
foundation  that  would  help  us  bridge  the  gap  between  the  NCAA  mis¬ 
sion  statement,  how  we  want  to  be  perceived  as  an  entire  enterprise, 
the  Association  and  college  sports,  and  in  fact  how  the  organization 
is  perceived  by  external  and  internal  constituents. 

Let  me  talk  just  a  minute  about  the  respondents.  We  asked  the 
surveyors  to  develop  a  respondent  list  that  included  those  individu¬ 
als  who  we  thought  were  key  to  influencing  the  perception  of  the  As¬ 
sociation.  Obviously,  that  included  internally.  By  internal  we  meant 
folks  in  the  national  office  as  well  as  a  long  list  of  individuals  on  cam¬ 
pus  and  in  the  conferences,  and  well  talk  about  that  in  more  detail 
in  a  minute.  So  we  had  almost  1,900  respondents  in  that  category. 
There  were  about  1,300  in  the  general  public  selected  by  Harris  and 
Landor,  and  a  little  over  200  in  the  print  and  electronic  media  busi¬ 
ness.  Almost  3,400  interviews  altogether  were  conducted. 

This  has  got  a  lot  of  detail  on  it.  The  respondent  list  for  internal 
constituents  broke  out  in  this  fashion.  We  did  about  60  percent  in  Di¬ 
vision  I,  20  percent  in  Divisions  II  and  III,  and  you  can  see  we  had 
representatives,  we  believe,  from  all  of  the  important  influence 
groups  within  the  internal  constituency:  presidents,  commissioners, 
athletics  directors,  coaches,  senior  woman  administrators  and  faculty 
reps.  And  for  the  first  time  this  time,  we’ve  done  this  sort  of  research 
before,  we  also  included  SIDs  and  student-athletes.  We  think  that 
that  made  it  a  much  more  rich  and  full  research  piece  than  we  have 
done  in  the  past. 

I  know  that  you’re  going  to  be  interested  in  how  Division  III  mea¬ 
sured  up  in  your  responses  compared  to  the  other  two  divisions.  I 
don’t  have  a  detail  matrix  to  give  you  today  because  quite  honestly 
we’re  still  in  the  process  of  trying  to  analyze  all  that  on  a  division-by¬ 
division  basis.  Our  first  chore  was  to  take  all  of  it  and  develop  a  plan 
from  the  total  picture.  We  will  be  giving  all  that  detailed  information 
to  the  three  chiefs  of  staffs  in  each  division,  and  I  know  that  they  will 
be  mining  that  research  for  information  that  is  important  to  each  of 
the  three  divisions. 

But  let’s  talk  for  just  a  moment  about  some  of  the  things  that  we 
identified  as  we  looked  at  the  research  with  regard  to  Division  III  re¬ 
sponses.  Generally  speaking,  Division  III  was  in  line  with  all  the 
other  divisions  on  the  major  issues,  the  ideals,  what  is  the  ideal  set  of 
priorities,  the  ideal  set  of  descriptor  words  for  an  organization  like 
the  NCAA  and  in  terms  of  how  the  NCAA  is  actually  perceived.  We 
also  asked  them  to  look  at  descriptive  characteristics  and  at  major 
themes. 

We  did  identify  a  few  areas  where  we  thought  that  there  were  no¬ 
table  differences  and  things  that  we  wanted  to  bring  to  you  this 
morning,  quite  honestly  on  a  fairly  arbitrary  basis.  We  chose  a  7  per¬ 
cent  or  more  difference  where  Division  III  took  a  slightly  different 
look  than  the  other  two  divisions. 
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The  first  place  well  talk  about  is  where  Division  III  added 
greater  emphasis  than  the  other  two  divisions.  One  of  those  certainly 
was  giving  academics  the  proper  priority.  IVe  got  to  tell  you  that  was 
high,  obviously,  in  all  three  divisions.  It  was  very  high  in  all  three  di¬ 
visions.  As  we  get  into  major  themes  you  will  see  that.  But  Division 
III  had  it  higher  than  the  other  two  divisions.  Protecting  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  student-athletes  also  ranked  high.  That’s  a  theme  that 
you  heard  again  on  Sunday  in  Ced’s  speech  and  that  you  heard  was 
a  part  of  the  goals  of  the  Executive  Committee,  to  protect  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  student-athletes. 

There  were  a  couple  of  areas  in  which  Division  III  gave  less  em¬ 
phasis  than  the  other  two  divisions,  certainly  in  terms  of  importance 
of  generating  revenue.  That  was  a  theme  or  a  priority  that  Division 
III  saw  as  less  important  than  the  other  two  divisions.  Also,  Division 
III  had  less  emphasis  in  terms  of  the  importance  of  developing  elite 
athletes.  That’s  not  a  surprising  piece  of  information.  Division  III 
has  always  been  one  that  looked  at  participation  as  the  guiding 
theme  of  competition,  as  opposed  to  the  development  of  elite  athletes. 

In  part  of  this,  we  asked  the  respondents  to  take  a  look  at  major 
problems  facing  intercollegiate  athletics  or  the  Association.  There 
are  a  couple  of  areas  where  Division  III  took  a  little  bit  different  view 
than  the  others.  In  terms  of  commercialism  and  commercialization  of 
college  sports,  we  asked  all  three  divisions  to  give  us  some  sense  of 
how  much  they  thought  that  had  happened.  Division  III  certainly 
thought  that  had  greater  significance  than  the  other  two  divisions 
did. 

I  know  that  you’ve  had  some  forums  this  week  on  Title  DC.  This 
was  one  area  where  Division  III — this  was  summer  of  1998 — where 
the  respondents  of  Division  III  identified  Title  DC  compliance  as  less 
of  a  problem  as  they  perceived  it  undoubtedly  within  their  division 
than  the  other  two  divisions  did. 

We’re  going  now  to  go  right  into  the  results  of  the  research.  I  will 
have  to  tell  you  that  not  all  are  going  to  be  things  that  we  were  happy 
to  hear.  Some  of  the  information,  in  fact,  was  good  news  and  we’ll  cer¬ 
tainly  talk  about  that  as  well.  I  told  Danita  as  I  was  sitting  here  this 
morning  that  as  we  move  into  this  research,  my  advice  to  you  is  to 
fasten  your  seatbelt;  it’s  going  to  be  a  bumpy  ride. 

We  asked  the  respondents  to  look  at  five  areas,  what  should  be 
the  five  areas  of  the  NCAA  and  intercollegiate  athletics.  The  inter¬ 
nal  and  external  constituents,  across  the  board,  everyone  agreed  that 
the  number  one  priority  should  be  keeping  the  interest  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  at  the  heart  of  NCAA  decision  making.  However,  they 
also  agree  across  the  board  that  that’s  an  area  where  the  Association 
is  not  doing  as  well. 

We  asked  them  to  look  at  the  focus  on  money  and  to  give  us  some 
feedback  in  that  area.  Again,  all  three  groups  of  respondents  agreed 
that  generating  revenue  for  the  Association  and  for  member  institu¬ 
tions  should  be  a  lower  priority,  but  in  fact,  they  believe  that  that’s 
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where  the  NCAA  spends  most  of  its  attention,  even  though  the  inter¬ 
nal  constituents  understand  and  really  do  agree  that  the  money  is 
needed  for  providing  participation  opportunities. 

We  found  that  the  NCAA  is  seen  as  generating  enormous  rev¬ 
enues,  but  few  believe  that  those  revenues  benefit  member  schools  or 
student-athletes.  Quite  honestly,  the  thing  that  we  found  most  often 
is  that  they  simply  don’t  have  a  good  understanding,  in  all  three  re¬ 
spondent  groups,  including  our  own  membership,  of  where  the  money 
goes  and  how  it’s  used  to  benefit  student-athletes  or  to  help  support 
the  participation  opportunities  on  campus. 

Obviously,  we  asked  the  respondents  to  take  a  look  at  enforce¬ 
ment.  Everyone  agreed  that  it’s  important  for  all  schools  to  follow  the 
same  rules  to  make  sure  we  have  fair  play  and  competitive  equity,  but 
large  portions  of  all  groups  believe  that  most  major  college  programs 
violate  NCAA  rules  on  a  regular  basis  and  the  constituent  group  that 
believed  that  the  most  were  student-athletes.  As  Ced  has  mentioned 
a  couple  of  times,  that  leads  us  to  a  couple  of  conclusions.  One  is  that 
they  may  in  fact  not  fully  understand  what  the  rules  are  and  may  be¬ 
lieve  that  things  that  they  perceive  as  violations  are  not.  The  other 
possibility,  of  course,  is  that  there  are  lots  of  major  violations. 

I  told  you  that  there  was  some  good  news.  Even  within  the  good 
news  I  think  that  there  are  things  that  we  have  to  pay  attention  to. 
The  respondents  said  that  the  NCAA  is  seen  as  doing  well  at  provid¬ 
ing  excellent  competition  and  embracing  the  competitive  spirit  and 
supporting  the  individual  achievement.  Again,  I  think  all  of  those  are 
things  that  we  all  really  got  into  intercollegiate  athletics  for  in  the 
first  place.  That’s  what  we  like  about  sports  in  general.  But  we  also 
know  that  that  competition,  that  drive,  is  the  thing  that  has  led  us  to 
an  awfully  lot  of  legislation  to  assure  that  we  have  a  level  playing 
field,  to  assure  that  we  have  competitive  equity.  So  even  within  this 
context  of  good  news,  I  think  there  are  things  that  we  have  to  be 
mindful  of. 

So  the  NCAA  is  seen  as  succeeding  in  its  high-profile  priority  of 
revenue  generating  and  in  a  competitive  role,  but  failing  at  low-pro¬ 
file  priorities  deemed  as  deserving  greater  attention,  specifically  pro¬ 
tecting  the  interest  of  student-athletes. 

We  know  that  there  may  be  in  fact  those  of  us  who  work  in  it  on 
a  daily  basis,  know  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  perception  and 
reality,  which  is  difficult  to  bridge  because  of  the  lack  of  positive 
media  coverage  and  that,  of  course,  is  one  of  the  reasons  we’re  in  the 
process  of  developing  this  plan. 

We  asked  the  respondents  to  look  at  descriptive  characteristics  of 
the  ideal  organization  like  the  NCAA  and  how  they  perceive  the 
NCAA  to  be.  The  word  that  came  up  most  often  across  the  board  was 
that  the  NCAA  is  a  powerful  institution.  The  media  and  the  public, 
and  we  know  that  Division  III  ranked  this  higher  than  the  other  two 
divisions,  view  the  NCAA  as  commercialized.  Across  the  board,  the 
NCAA  is  not  viewed  as  dynamic,  open,  or  fair,  even  though  those  are 
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characteristics  that  all  the  respondents  said  are  important  to  an  ideal 

athletics  administration  organization.  rAi+ainlv 

One  of  the  questions  that  we  asked  everyone,  but  we  certainly 
asked  the  media,  was  where  do  you  get  your  information  about  col¬ 
lege  sports7  The  thing  that  we  discovered  is  that  the  media  is  where 
the  media  gets  most  of  its  information.  That  really  means  that  we 
have  this  little  feeding  pool  that’s  going  on.  Once  y°u  l^ert  a  piece 
of  information  into  the  media  stream,  that  piece  of  information 
whether  it’s  right  or  wrong,  becomes  the  standard  throughout  all  of 
the  media  picture  until  that  story  has  gone  away. 

The  second  most  important  source  of  information,  and  especially 
in  terms  of  the  media,  are  NCAA  coaches.  We  know  that  they  have 
the  pulpit  far  more  frequently  than  most  of  the  rest  of  us  ave,  jus 
by  the  nature  of  what  it  is  that  they  do.  That’s  a  point  we  re  going  to 
talk  about  more  in  a  few  minutes.  Of  all  of  the  groups  surveyed,  the 
media  has  the  most  negative  view  of  the  NCAA.  Thats  not  surpns- 

mg  Critically,  and  it  really  is  a  critical  issue,  there  is  an  absence  of 
coverage  on  NCAA  programs,  how  the  NCAA  helps  student-athletes, 
especially  in  terms  of  how  much  money  flows  back  to  member  ms  1- 
tutions.  That  is  a  large  part  of  what  we  have  based  our  plan  on,  as 
vou  will  learn  when  Danita  begins  talking  about  that  plan. 
y  ^  in  general,  when  we  look  at  the  NCAA  role  in  co  lege  sports, 
the  highest  priority  should  be  protecting  the  interest  of  the  stude 
athletes  and  enforcement.  Both  the  public  and  the  media  believe  that 
ensuring  that  all  schools  are  following  the  same  rules  is  very  imp 
tant  to  the  NCAA.  Safety  and  overall  support  of  student-athletes  also 
rise  to  the  top^pecifically  in  terms  of  ensuring  that  intercollegiate 
athletics  have  the  time  and  support  to  complete  their  education,  that 
we’re  protecting  the  safety  of  student-athletes,  and  that  we  re  pro- 

^^Therels  Tdisjotet  between  what  should  be  the  most  important 
priority  and  in  fact  what  people  perceive  is  the  most  important  pn- 
oritv  When  we  looked  at  importance  versus  delivery,  which  really 
measured  the  importance  of  objectives,  and  compared  that  with  how 
well  the  NCAA  is  doing  on  reaching  its  goals,  we  saw  similar  views 
across  all  groups.  The  NCAA  is  doing  a  good  job  at  providing  a  high 
level  of  competition,  conducting  championships  and  protecting  the 
safety  of  its  student-athletes.  It’s  lacking  in  areas  of  enforcement,  en¬ 
suring  that  there’s  proper  time  and  emphasis  on  reaching  e  uca- 
tional  goals,  and  protecting  those  interests. 

All  of  that  led  us  to  the  development  of  key  messages  and  to  the 
plan  itself.  Danita  is  going  to  spend  some  time  with  you  talking 
about  that,  and  then  we’ll  open  it  up  to  questions  and  answers. 

Ms.  Edwards:  Wally  was  right  on  the  mark  when  he  said  there 
is  good  news  and  bad  news.  As  we’ve  gone  through  this  research  pro¬ 
cess  we  realized  that  we  had  to  hear  that,  however  sobering  it  might 
be  in  order  to  move  forward.  The  research  also  allowed  the  re- 
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searchers  to  give  us  what  they  thought  needed  to  be  some  of  our  key 
messages.  There's  one  clear  message.  Wally  referenced  it  before.  The 
number  one  priority  should  be  the  total  development  of  student-ath¬ 
letes.  They’re  the  leaders  on  the  team,  in  the  classroom,  in  the  com¬ 
munity  and  in  society. 

The  image  of  the  Association  and  the  image  of  the  campus  are  in¬ 
tertwined.  All  of  intercollegiate  athletics  is  painted  by  the  same 
brush.  We  should  say  all  of  intercollegiate  athletics  should  be 
painted  by  the  same  brush.  But  again,  that’s  the  type  of  talk  we  all 
really  need,  to  tell  you  over  and  over  again.  We  run  into  situations 
where  either  from  our  end  or  from  a  member  institution  end  we’re  not 
making  the  connection  that  technically  we  are  in  fact  one  in  the 
same.  The  NCAA  is  only  as  good  as  its  membership  is  and  vice  versa. 
So  that’s  a  key  message. 

Another  key  message.  We  serve  student-athletes.  There  are 
more  than  335,000  student-athletes  who  work  hard  and  play  hard  in 
college  this  year.  Those  folks  are  the  base  of  the  NCAA  and  intercol¬ 
legiate  athletics,  also  higher  education.  What  we’re  going  to  try  to  do 
with  this  plan,  again  it’s  still  in  draft  form  because  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  we  get  input,  and  sessions  like  this  are  a  starting  point  for 
us  to  receive  direct  input  from  you,  is  develop  strong  alliances  for  bet¬ 
ter  collaboration  and  positive  change.  We  want  to  collaborate  more 
with  campus  and  conference  leaders.  We  want  to  develop  close  rela¬ 
tionships  with  coaches  to  support  our  goals.  Wally  talked  about  the 
influence  that  coaches  have.  In  reference  to  the  research,  coaches 
were  at  some  point  referred  to  as  power  coaches,  which  shows  you  the 
amount  of  influence  those  folks  have. 

Start  telling  the  NCAA  story  on  the  local  level.  That  means  that 
we  all  have  to  make  sure  to  be  connected  with  this  concept  of  the 
NCAA  being  its  membership  and  vice  versa,  and  then  make  sure  that 
the  stories  you  tell  are  not  only  consistent,  but  stories  that  began  at 
the  member  institution  level  and  then  worked  their  way  either 
around  or  up. 

Engage  the  perception  issue  on  a  number  of  fronts.  Establish  a 
communication  network  that  delivers  key  messages  on  point  and  on 
time.  In  just  a  minute  I’m  going  to  go  through  the  plan  and  talk 
about  some  of  the  ways  we’d  like  to  do  that. 

Provide  the  media  with  information  the  media  needs  to  paint  an 
accurate  picture  of  the  NCAA.  We  want  the  media  to  come  to  either 
you  all  or  to  our  management  office  or  to  any  representative  of  the 
NCAA,  not  to  go  to  themselves,  as  we  discuss  what  needs  to  happen 
with  our  Association. 

Engage  the  NCAA  and  our  corporate  partner  leaders  as  champi¬ 
ons  of  the  Association,  and  develop  a  powerful  advertising  campaign 
that  delivers  the  NCAA  message  to  the  public.  That  advertising  cam¬ 
paign  will  need  to  also  include  general  public  service  announcements 
about  what  the  NCAA  does,  not  public  service  announcements  for  ad¬ 
vertisements  specifically  related  to  championships.  So  that’s  a  big 
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change  for  us  and  also  will  have  a  pretty  heavy  financial  impact. 

We  have  to  do  the  right  thing  and  we  have  to  tell  what  we’re 
doing  right.  I’d  like  to  stop  there  and  just  give  you  a  little  bit  more 
detail  specifically  about  what  we’ve  done  so  far  with  the  public  affairs 
plan. 

We’ve  come  forward  with  three  different  goals.  Our  first  goal  is 
to  present  a  new  and  consistent  public  image  of  the  NCAA.  Consis¬ 
tent  is  key  there.  So  with  launching  a  public  affairs  plan,  it  hopes  to 
begin  by  developing  its  key  messages,  building  from  the  ones  I’ve  just 
shared  with  you,  implementing  those  in  all  of  our  NCAA  communi¬ 
cations,  and  then  previewing  the  plan,  as  we’re  trying  to  do  today, 
with  not  only  our  staff,  but  committees,  divisional  governance  struc¬ 
ture,  and  then  representative  constituent  focus  groups. 

We  have  enlisted  the  assistance  of  a  public  relations  firm  not  to 
tell  us  how  to  do  this  plan,  per  se,  but  really  to  validate  where  we’ve 
gone  in  terms  of  developing  specific  guidelines  of  the  plan.  I’m  really 
pleased  to  tell  you  that  all  along  I  believed  as  vice-president  that  we 
had  the  expertise  in  house  at  the  national  ofTice  to  draft  an  effective 
public  affairs  plan.  When  we  took  the  plan  to  the  PR  firm,  they  in 
fact  validated  that  we  had  done  a  very  good  job  and  really  felt  like 
they  didn’t  have  much  work  to  do.  So  that’s  something  that  you 
should  feel  very  proud  of  as  you  think  about  the  national  office  staff. 

But  first,  they  presented  us  with  some  feedback,  nothing  that  re¬ 
ally  deviates  from  what  we’ve  put  together,  fortunately,  but  they  have 
emphasized  the  need  for  us  to  have  sessions  like  this.  So  we’ll  be 
talking  with  Dan  and  we’ll  be  talking  with  Bridget.  As  we  move  for¬ 
ward,  we’ll  be  working  with  you  on  trying  to  figure  out  ways  to  inte¬ 
grate  more  input. 

We  also,  as  part  of  that  first  objective,  need  to  make  sure  we  in¬ 
corporate  the  NCAA  messages  into  our  significant  business  relation¬ 
ships  and  events.  That  sounds  like  something  we  just  ought  to  do  au¬ 
tomatically.  We’ve  done  a  pretty  good  job  of  doing  that  over  the  years, 
but  we’ve  not  necessarily  focused  on  consistency.  So  we’ll  be  making 
sure  our  messages  are  consistent  and  you’ll  be  seeing  certain  key 
messages,  like  the  ones  we  spoke  about,  over  and  over  again,  and  per¬ 
haps  even  coming  up  with  an  NCAA  tag  line  that  would  explain  to- 
someone  who  doesn’t  know  about  the  NCAA  exactly  what  we  do. 

The  second  goal  is  to  increase  the  understanding  of  the  NCAA 
and  what’s  most  influential  in  shaping  perceptions  of  intercollegiate 
athletics,  and  that  includes  preparing  our  national  office  staff  to  as¬ 
sume  a  leadership  role,  using  our  Presidents  Advisory  Team,  which 
reports  to  Ced,  to  get  those  folks  prepared  to  share  messages.  But  I’m 
also  going  to  ask  you  all  from  time  to  time  to  be  available  to  help  us 
tell  messages,  focusing  again  on  that  local  level  and,  if  necessary,  uti¬ 
lizing  you  on  a  much  broader  level. 

A  communications  network  that  consistently  delivers  key  mes¬ 
sages  on  point  and  on  time.  It  sounds  like  another  argument  that 
just  goes  without  saying  and,  in  fact,  it  does.  However,  the  point 
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there  that  we’re  trying  to  make  is  that  we’ve  got  to  communicate  as 
quickly  as  we  can  and  as  efficiently  as  we  can.  So  we’re  going  to  focus 
more  on  electronic  communications  as  hopefully  a  more  effective  way 
to  get  messages  out.  We’ve  done  some  of  that  in  the  past. 

You  all  have  seen  our  page  on  the  Web  and  have  noticed  im¬ 
provements  already  with  the  page.  However,  we  want  to  look  at  our 
publications  and  make  sure  we  can  get  messages  out  more  quickly  by 
making  our  publications  electronic  and,  if  necessary,  a  hard  copy  of 
the  publication  as  well  as  an  electronic  copy.  That’s  just  one  example. 
In  general  we’ll  also  be  making  sure  that  our  electronic  communica¬ 
tion  or  our  on-line  communication  meets  your  need.  A  lot  of  you  are 
very  interested  in  having  visual  information  up  on  the  Web  or  on-line, 
so  we’ll  be  focusing  on  that  and  we’ll  be  talking  to  people  about  that. 

Back  to  the  concept  of  engaging  selected  NCAA  leaders  as  cham¬ 
pions.  Generally,  when  Wally  has  a  crisis,  he  has  two  or  three  people 
on  hand  from  our  leadership  to  respond  to  the  media.  That’s  worked 
pretty  effectively,  but  as  we  thought  about  this  plan  and  how  we 
might  make  it  a  much  more  effective,  broad  plan,  we  thought  we 
needed  to  get  a  group  of  champions  together  from  each  division  to  as¬ 
sist  us  in  telling  messages. 

That’s  going  to  require  us  to  go  out  and  spend  a  lot  of  time  mak¬ 
ing  sure  that  not  only  the  staff  understands  the  NCAA  story,  all  the 
different  stories  there  are  to  tell,  but  key  people  within  each  division 
understand  that  story  so  that  when  the  time  comes,  we  have  this  core 
of  people  who  can  assist  us  either  in  relaying  information  on  a  third- 
party  basis  or  just  going  out  with  us  to  tell  stories.  So  we’re  looking 
forward  to  that.  k 

We  also  know  that  we’re  going  to  have  to  do  a  better  job  of  pro¬ 
viding  the  media  with  the  information  to  convey  an  accurate  picture 
of  the  NCAA.  We  already  spend  a  lot  of  time  working  with  the  media, 
but  we  have  some  ideas  that  are  a  little  more  aggressive  than  those 
meetings  in  the  past. 

For  example,  we  want  to  invite  the  media  to  come  into  the  na¬ 
tional  office  at  different  points  throughout  the  year  so  that  they’ll 
have  an  opportunity  to  talk  to  our  divisional  representatives,  those 
champions  that  I’ve  just  mentioned,  for  example,  and  also  our  staff, 
just  to  find  out  information  about  all  that  we  do.  We’re  certainly  not 
limited  to  one  division  and  we  want  to  make  sure  the  media  under¬ 
stands  that.  Also,  we’re  not  limited  to  just  information  that  appears 
to  be  negative  when  we  have  to  focus  on  enforcement  or  regulatory 
activity. 

Under  that  second  objective,  when  the  folks  are  collaborating 
with  us  from  the  campus  and  conference  administrators  in  shaping 
our  initiatives,  that  can  be  anything  from  regular  opportunities  for  us 
to  interact  with  conference  and  campus  administrators  to  us  actually 
working  with  sports  information  directors.  The  list  goes  on  and  on. 

What  I  hope  you  see  in  terms  of  what  we’re  trying  to  do  so  far 
with  the  plan  is  that  we’re  really  focused  first  and  foremost  on  one- 
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to-one  interaction.  That  will  start  not  only  on  the  staff  level,  but  one- 
on-one  interaction  with  our  membership,  just  to  make  sure  that  we’re 
all  connected.  Ultimately,  that  will  turn  into  consistent  messages 
that  we  all  can  understand  and  we  all  can  use. 

Because  the  coaches  are  so  powerful,  or  viewed  as  so  powerful 
from  the  research,  we  want  to  also  develop  more  closer  working  rela¬ 
tionships  with  college  coaches.  1  talked  about  the  one-on-one  inter¬ 
action.  We’re  going  to  get  out  and  do  some  of  that  as  well,  to  make 
sure  that  coaches  understand  all  that  we  need  to  share  as  part  of  the 
total  NCAA  story,  and  then  also  to  make  sure  that  we  understand 
why  they  choose  to  take  some  of  the  directions  that  they  choose  in 
telling  the  information  they  choose  to  tell.  So  that  will  be  a  challenge. 

The  third  goal  focused  on  measuring  the  effectiveness  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  affairs  program.  Throughout  this  entire  process— and  I  would  like 
to  add  that  the  public  affairs  plan  is  not  going  to  be  a  one-year  plan 
or  two-year  or  even  a  three-year  plan;  it  is  going  to  be  a  multiphase 
plan  that  at  a  minimum  will  take  six  years  to  implement.  So 
throughout  that  entire  process,  over  the  six  years,  we  will  continue  to 
measure  the  effectiveness  of  our  program.  We  will  be  checking  spe¬ 
cific  details  and  then  will  also  be  launching  research  like  the  research 
Wally  mentioned  to  you  just  to  make  sure  we’re  on  track. 

That  probably,  as  I’m  wrapping  this  up,  is  a  good  segue  to  say  that 
in  addition  to  the  fact  that  this  is  a  multiphase,  multiyear  kind  of 
tool,  it  will  also  have  to  be  extremely  flexible.  So  when  you  see  the 
version  of  the  plan  you  see,  please  understand  that  in  fact  it  is  not 
locked  in  stone.  We  are  trying  to  create  a  document  that  will  be  flex¬ 
ible  enough  to  shift  as  we  need  to  shift  to  respond  to  your  needs  and 
also  to  respond  to  national  office  staff  needs.  Somehow,  we  11  create  a 
bcil  ance. 

But  since  this  is  our  first  attempt,  it’s  important  for  me  to  say  we 
know  the  document  is  not  going  to  be  perfect  the  first  time  around. 
We’ll  just  ask  for  your  patience  and  we’ll  also  ask  for  regular  input 
from  you  to  make  sure  that  this  document  serves  all  of  our  needs. 
Thank  you  so  much  for  this  opportunity.  If  you  have  questions,  we’d 
be  happy  to  try  to  answer  them.  (Applause) 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Die:  Before  they  leave  the  platform,  I  want  to  thank  Danita 
and  Wally  for  that  enlightening  look  at  public  affairs  issues  facing  the 
Association  and  our  division.  We  want  to  pledge  that  we  will  do  all 
we  can  to  assist  you  in  getting  the  message  of  Division  III  out.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  your  work.  Thank  you. 

We  do  face  some  significant  challenges  in  the  area  of  public  af¬ 
fairs  and  public  relations,  and  to  be  successful  in  the  initiative  by  con¬ 
tributing  fundamentally  to  improve  our  public  perception  and  iden¬ 
tity  must  begin  with  a  commitment  from  the  NCAA  membership.  I 
urge  each  of  you  to  discuss  and  consider  what  you  can  do  on  your 
campus  and  in  your  conference  to  achieve  that  ambitious  goal. 
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We  will  now  open  the  window  of  reconsideration.  I  will  again  call 
on  John  Biddiscombe  to  preside  over  that  process.  John. 

WINDOW  OF  RECONSIDERATION 

Mr.  Biddiscombe:  President  Die,  the  window  of  reconsideration 
is  open.  Seeing  no  speakers  moving  to  the  microphones,  I  will  close 
the  window  of  reconsideration.  Thank  you. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Ms.  Die:  The  window  of  reconsideration  is  officially  closed. 
Thank  you,  John.  Thank  you,  members.  That  concludes  todays 
agenda.  Are  there  questions?  Are  there  issues  members  would  like 
to  bring  aboard?  I  see  no  one  at  the  microphone.  I  would  be  happy 
to  entertain  a  motion  to  adjourn.  It’s  been  moved.  It’s  been  seconded. 
Any  discussion?  All  in  favor,  say  aye.  Opposed,  no.  The  motion 
passes.  Please  have  a  safe  trip  back.  We  look  forward  to  seeing  you 

neXt[Therbivision  III  business  session  was  adjourned  at  10:35  a.m.] 
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94th  Annual  Convention 

LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSALS 
SUBMITTED  BY  THE  MEMBERSHIP 

[Note:  Pursuant  to  Constitution  5.3.13,  all  amendments  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  not  earlier  than  the  first  day  of  August  following 
adoption  at  the  NCAA  Convention;  however,  if  a  voting  dele¬ 
gate  wishes  to  propose  an  immediate  effective  date,  or  to  pro¬ 
pose  any  other  effective  date  prior  to  the  first  day  of  August,  a 
two-thirds  majority  of  all  delegates  present  and  eligible  to  vote 
on  the  amendment  is  required  to  approve  the  immediate  or  al¬ 
ternative  effective  date.  Those  proposals  that  were  submitted 
with  an  immediate  effective  date  are  noted  with  an  asterisk  (*) 
by  the  effective  date.  Those  proposals  that  receive  the  required 
vote  to  carry  an  immediate  effective  date  and  that  are  adopted, 
become  effective  upon  adjournment  of  the  Convention.] 

[Note:  In  the  following  proposals,  those  letters  and  words  that  appear 
in  italics  are  to  be  deleted  and  those  letters  and  words  that  appear  in 
bold  face  are  to  be  added.  All  page  numbers  listed  refer  to  the  corre¬ 
sponding  pages  in  the  1999-00  NCAA  Divisions  II  and  III  Manuals.] 
All  votes  were  by  show  of  paddles  unless  otherwise  indicated.  Only 
those  proposed  amendments  upon  which  the  94th  annual  Convention 
took  some  action  appear  in  this  appendix .  Amendments- to- amend¬ 
ments  immediately  follow  the  proposal  to  which  they  relate . 


TOPICAL  GROUPINGS  OF  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 
94th  ANNUAL  CONVENTION 


Proposal  Numbers 
1 

2  through  48 
2  through  12 
13  through  34 
35  through  40 
41 

42  through  45 
46  through  48 
49  through  94 
49  through  58 
59  through  79 
80  through  83 
84  through  86 
87  through  89 
90  through  94 


General  Topic 

Executive  Committee  Proposal 

Division  II  Legislative  Proposals 

Consent  Package 

Presidents  Council  Grouping 

Recruiting 

Eligibility 

Playing  and  Practice  Seasons 
General 

Division  III  Legislative  Proposals 
Presidents  Council  Grouping 
Deregulation  Package 
Awards  and  Benefits 
Playing  and  Practice  Seasons 
General 

Consent  Package 


A-1 


Legislative  Proposals - 


executive  committee  proposal 


To  „mend  the  Principle  of  Nondiscrimination  as  specified 
Inteannd!o  ££*  each  institution  to  determine  its  own  policy  re- 
garding  nondiscrimination. 

rNF  t  .  The  orooosed  change  sponsored  by  the  NCAA  Executive 
Committw  KsTR  app“ved  S,  two-thirds  of  th.  U>tal  m»b«. 
ship  (present  and  voting).  1 
Constitution:  Amend  2.6,  page  4,  as  follows: 

[Dominant  provision,  all  divisions,  common  votej 
“2  6  The  Principle  of  Nondiscrimination.  The  Associationshall 

from  discrimination  with  respect  to  includ* 

independently  its  own  policy  regarding  nondiscnmina 

Source:  NCAA  Executive  Committee  (Committee  on  Women’s 
Athletics). 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  Co™-,, 

guageS ^Constitution  2.6  more  specific  by  prohibiting  chscnim- 
orijin11  reh^on  weed  or  sfxual^ntarion.Further,  this  propos- 

assistance  from  the  NCAA’s  legal  counsel. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


DIVISION  II  LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSALS 

The  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  ^^Yltthktics 
will  deal  vrimarily  with  those  national  issues  in  Division  II  athletics 
£  prornpt’widespread  concern  among  Division  II  chief  executive  of- 

^lCe hesitative  proposals  developed  by  the  Division  II  Management 
Council  or  by  Division  11  committees  reporting  to  it  must  be  sub™ 
fed  to  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council  for  review.  They  cannot  b 
^  ^  _ _ _ - — Legislative  Proposals 


placed  on  the  agenda  for  consideration  at  the  Convention  unless  the 
Presidents  Council  agrees  to  sponsor  them.  This  procedure  was  estab >- 
lished  to  affirm  presidential  control  of  intercollegiate  athletics  in  Di¬ 
vision  II. 

The  Division  II  Presidents  Council  has  identified  those  proposals 
that  it  believes  are  of  particular  interest  to  Division  II  chief  executive 
officers  and  has  included  them  in  the  Presidents  Council  grouping.  It 
should  be  noted ,  however,  that  inclusion  of  proposals  in  the  Presi¬ 
dents  Council  grouping  does  not  necessarily  constitute  a  position  by 
the  Division  II  Presidents  Council  for  or  against  a  proposal  The  only 
proposals  officially  sponsored  by  the  Presidents  Council  are  those 
identified  with  an  asterisk  before  the  proposal  number.  All  proposals 
in  the  Presidents  Council  grouping  may  be  subject  to  a  roll-call  vote. 


CONSENT  PACKAGE 


Intent:  To  require  institutions  that  have  completed  the  four-year 
provisional  membership  period  to  complete  an  institutional  self- 
study  in  the  first  year  of  active  membership. 

Constitution:  Amend  6,3.1  by  adding  6.3. 1.1,  page  48,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

*6.3. 1.1  Institutions  Completing  Provisional  Membership. 
An  institution  that  completes  the  four-year  provisional 
membership  period  and  is  granted  active  membership 
status  must  conduct  a  comprehensive  self-study  and  eval¬ 
uation  of  their  intercollegiate  athletics  program  no  later 
than  the  end  of  the  first  year  of  active  membership,  re¬ 
gardless  of  when  the  previous  self  study  was  completed.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date;  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Currently,  confusion  exists  regarding  when  a  provisional 
member  that  is  granted  active  status  must  complete  a  self-study 
evaluation.  As  a  condition  of  provisional  membership,  an  institu¬ 
tion  must  complete  an  institutional  self-study  guide  in  year  one 
of  the  four-year  provisional  membership  period.  The  issue,  there¬ 
fore,  has  been  whether  or  not  the  institution’s  “five-year  clock” 
starts  upon  the  completion  of  this  institutional  self-study  guide 
or  if  the  institution  has  five  years  from  the  date  active  member¬ 
ship  is  granted  to  complete  the  process.  This  proposal  puts  this 
confusion  to  rest  and  clearly  establishes  that  the  institution 
must  complete  the  institutional  self-study  guide  prior  to  the  end 
of  the  institution’s  first  year  of  active  membership. 

Action:  Adopted. 
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Intent:  To  permit  individuals  to  receive  actual  and  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  to  participate  in  Olympic  tours/exhibitions  involving 
Olympic  team  members  and  members  of  the  national  team. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.1.1.4,3  by  adding  new  12.1.1.1.4.3.1,  pages 
60-61,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“12*1.1.1.4.3.1  Expenses  for  Participation  in  Olympic  Exhi¬ 
bitions.  Expenses  received  from  the  U.S.  Olympic  Com¬ 
mittee  (USOC)  or  national  governing  body  (NGB)  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  Olympic  tours  or  exhibitions  involving 
Olympic  team  members  and/or  members  of  the  national 
team,  provided  that  if  the  individual  is  a  student-athlete, 
he  or  she  misses  no  class  time  and  the  exhibition  does  not 
conflict  with  dates  of  institutional  competition.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.1.1.4.5  by  adding  new  12.1.1.1.4.5.1,  page 
61,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“12.1.1.1.4.5.1  Expenses  for  Participation  in  Olympic  Exhi¬ 
bitions.  Actual  and  necessary  expenses  to  participate  in 
Olympic  tours  or  exhibitions  from  a  sponsor  other  than 
the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  (USOC),  national  governing 
body  (NGB)  or  nonprofessional  organizations  sponsoring 
the  event,  provided  that  if  the  individual  is  a  student-ath¬ 
lete,  he  or  she  misses  no  class  time  and  the  exhibition 
does  not  conflict  with  dates  of  institutional  competition.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Under  current  NCAA  amateurism  regulations,  individu¬ 
als  may  receive  actual  and  necessary  expenses  from  an  outside 
amateur  sports  team  or  organization  or  nonprofessional  organi¬ 
zation  only  to  participate  in  actual  competitions  (i.e.,  events  that 
involve  either  competition  against  an  outside  team  or  the  scor¬ 
ing  of  actual  place  finish  in  the  event).  This  proposal  will  permit 
individuals  to  receive  actual  and  necessary  expenses  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  Olympic  tours/exhibitions  involving  Olympic  team  mem¬ 
bers  and  members  of  the  national  team,  even  if  the  activities  in¬ 
clude  no  formal  competition,  provided  that  if  the  individual  is  a 
student-athlete,  he  or  she  misses  no  class  time  and  the  exhibi¬ 
tion  does  not  conflict  with  dates  of  institutional  competition.  The 
Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee  believes  that  this  proposal  is 
consistent  with  other  more  permissive  NCAA  amateurism  rules 
governing  other  USOC  or  NGB  activities. 

Action:  Adopted. 
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Intent:  To  permit  currently  enrolled  student-athletes  (as  well  as 
prospective  student- athletes)  to  receive  funding  to  cover  actual 
and  necessary  developmental  training  expenses  that  are  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  (USOC)  or  appropriate 
national  governing  body  (NGB). 

Bylaws:  Amend  12.1.1.4,  pages  61-62,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

[12.1.1.4.1  through  12.1.1.4.3  unchanged.] 

“12.1.1.4.4  Exception  for  Training  Prior  to  Collegiate  Enroll¬ 
ment  Expenses.  Prior  to  initial ,  full-time  collegiate  enrollment , 
aAn  individual  (prospective  or  enrolled  student-athlete) 
may  receive  actual  and  necessary  expenses  [including  grants 
but  not  prize  money,  whereby  the  recipient  has  qualified 
for  the  grant  based  on  his  or  her  performance  in  a  spe¬ 
cific  event(s)]  to  cover  developmental  training,  coaching,  facili¬ 
ty  usage,  equipment,  apparel,  supplies,  comprehensive  health 
insurance,  travel,  room  and  board  without  jeopardizing  the  indi¬ 
vidual’s  eligibility  for  intercollegiate  athletics,  provided  such  ex¬ 
penses  are  approved  and  provided  directly  by  the  U.S.  Olympic 
Committee  (USOC)  or  the  appropriate  national  governing  body 
(NGB)  in  the  sport  (or,  for  foreign  student-athletes,  the  equivalent 
organization  of  that  nation).  Subsequent  to  college  enrollment ,  the 
receipt  of  such  expenses  must  be  consistent  with  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  12.1.2  and  16.11.1  A. 

“ 12.1.1.4.5  Exception  for  Developmental  Training  Programs. 
An  individual  may  receive  actual  and  necessary  expenses  for 
developmental  training  programs  conducted  and  supervised  at 
any  time  of  the  year  by  the  U.S.  Olympic  Committee  (USOC)  or 
the  appropriate  national  governing  body  (NGB)  (or,  for  foreign 
student-athletes,  the  equivalent  organization  of  that  nation),  even 
if  the  programs  include  no  competition,  provided  the  individual 
misses  no  class  time  and  the  program  does  not  conflict  with  dates 
of  institutional  competition  ” 

[12.1.1.4.6  through  12.1.1.4.9,  renumbered  as  12.1.1.4.5  through 
12.1.1.4.8,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee)], 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Current  NCAA  amateurism  legislation  prohibits  cur¬ 
rently  enrolled  student-athletes  from  accepting  funding  from 
the  USOC  to  cover  developmental  training  expenses  unrelated 
to  participation  in  a  specific  competition.  The  USOC  provides 
funding  in  the  form  of  a  modest  grant  with  the  intent  that  it 
will  be  used  to  pay  for  equipment,  room  and  board,  travel  and 
other  essential  items;  however,  due  to  personnel  constraints,  the 
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USOC  does  not  require  an  accounting  of  the  funds.  Enrolled  stu- 
dent-athletes  need  this  funding  primarily  while  on  a  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  from  their  collegiate  institution  to  train  during  an 
Olympic  year.  This  proposal  will  make  it  feasible  for  student- 
athletes  of  limited  means  to  pursue  national  and  Olympic  team 
training  without  jeopardizing  their  athletics  eligibility  while  still 
maintaining  the  Association’s  amateurism  principles. 


Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  specify  instances  in  which  a  de  minimis  violation  will  not 
render  a  prospective  or  enrolled  student-athlete  ineligible  while 
retaining  the  fact  that  such  a  violation  shall  be  considered  an  in¬ 
stitutional  violation. 


Bylaws:  Amend  13.3.1.2,  page  88,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.3. 1.2  Report  Distribution.  Member  institutions  shall  provide 
to  prospects  and  to  prospects’  parents  the  information  contained 
within  the  report.  The  NCAA  shall  provide  a  compilation  of 
graduation  data  to  the  prospect’s  guidance  offices  and  high- 
school  and  two-year  college  coaches.  The  information  shall  be 
provided  at  the  earliest  opportunity  after  the  institution’s  first 
arranged  in-person  encounter  with  the  prospect  or  upon  request; 
however,  in  no  event  shall  an  institution  provide  the  information 
later  than  the  day  prior  to  a  prospect’s  signed  acceptance  of  the 
National  Letter  of  Intent  or  signed  acceptance  of  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  written  offer  of  admission  and/or  financial  aid.  Violations 
of  this  bylaw  shall  be  considered  institutional  violations 
per  2.8.1;  however,  the  violation  shall  not  affect  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  eligibility.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  similar  to  those  adopted  at  recent  NCAA 
Conventions  and  represents  an  attempt  to  decrease  the  number 
of  circumstances  in  which  an  institution  is  required  to  declare  a 
student-athlete  ineligible  as  a  result  of  a  violation  where  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  did  not  receive  a  benefit  and  little  or  no  recruiting  or 
competitive  advantage  occurred. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent;  To  specify  instances  in  which  a  de  minimis  violation  will  not 
render  a  prospective  or  enrolled  student-athlete  ineligible  while 
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retaining  the  fact  that  such  a  violation  shall  be  considered  an  in¬ 
stitutional  violation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.3,  page  92,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.6.3  Transportation  on  Unofficial  Visit.  During  any  unofficial 
recruiting  visit,  the  institution  may  provide  the  prospect  with 
transportation  only  to  view  off-campus  practice  and  competition 
sites  in  the  prospect’s  sport  and  other  institutional  facilities  (lo¬ 
cated  within  a  30-mile  radius  of  the  institution’s  campus).  An  in¬ 
stitutional  staff  member  must  accompany  the  prospect  during 
such  a  trip.  Payment  of  any  other  transportation  expenses,  in¬ 
cluding  providing  transportation  to  attend  one  of  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  home  contests  (on  or  off  campus),  shall  cause  the  trip  to  be¬ 
come  an  official  paid  visit  is  not  permissible.  For  violations 
of  13.6.3  in  which  the  value  of  the  transportation  is  $25  or 
less,  the  eligibility  of  the  individual  (i.e,  prospective  or 
enrolled  student-athlete)  shall  not  be  affected  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  the  individual  repaying  the  value  of  the  ben¬ 
efit  to  a  charity  of  his  or  her  choice.  The  individual,  how¬ 
ever,  shall  remain  ineligible  from  the  time  the  institution 
has  knowledge  of  the  receipt  of  the  impermissible  benefit 
until  the  individual  repays  the  benefit.  Violations  of  this 
bylaw  remain  institutional  violations  per  2.8.1,  and  docu¬ 
mentation  of  the  individual’s  repayment  shall  be  for¬ 
warded  to  the  enforcement  staff  with  the  institution’s 
self-report  of  the  violation.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  similar  to  those  adopted  at  previous 
NCAA  Conventions  and  represents  an  attempt  to  decrease  the 
number  of  circumstances  in  which  an  institution  is  required  to 
declare  a  student-athlete  ineligible  as  a  result  of  a  violation 
where  the  student-athlete  did  not  receive  a  benefit  and  little  or 
no  recruiting  or  competitive  advantage  occurred. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 
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Intent:  To  allow  athletics  department  staff  members  to  serve  as  an¬ 
nouncers  or  commentators  during  national  team  events,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Olympic  games,  regardless  of  whether  there  are  prospec¬ 
tive  student -athletes  involved  in  such  competition. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.11.3.1,  page  99,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.11,3.1  Announcer  for  High-School  Broadcast.  A  member  of 
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the  athletics  staff  of  a  member  institution  may  not  serve  as  an 
announcer  or  commentator  for  a  high-school,  college  preparatory 
school  or  two-year  college  contest,  or  appear  (in  person  or  by 
means  of  film,  audio  tape  or  videotape)  on  a  radio  or  television 
broadcast  of  such  contest.  In  Division  Ilfthisrestnctionapphes 
only  to  members  of  an  institution  s  coaching  staff  (e.g.,  full-time, 
part-time,  volunteer).  This  restriction  does  not  apply  to  con¬ 
tests  involving  national  teams  in  which  .P^P^OhLnk 
dent-athletes  may  be  participants,  including  the  Olympic 

games.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Olympic  Sports  Liaison  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Currently,  Bylaw  13.11.3.1  prohibits  coaches  and  other 
staff  members  from  serving  as  announcers  or  commentators  at 
high-school  contests.  By  interpretation,  this  bylaw  has  been  ex¬ 
panded  to  include  all  contests  in  which  a  prospect  may  be  a  par¬ 
ticipant.  There  is  a  vast  difference  between  regulating  coaches 
participating  in  the  broadcast  of  “high-school  contests  a '^Pro¬ 
hibiting  their  serving  in  that  capacity  at  any  contest  in  which  a 
prospective  student-athlete  is  participating.  It  docs  not  seem 
likely  that  the  intent  of  the  original  legislation  was  to  limit  the 
outside  activities  of  coaches  in  circumstances  totally  unrelated 
to  recruiting,  and  this  proposal  would  exclude  national  team 
events  such  as  the  Olympic  games  from  the  application  of  the 
legislation. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  specify  instances  in  which  a  de  minimis  violation  will  not 
render  a  student-athlete  ineligible  while  retaining  the  fact  that 
such  a  violation  shall  be  considered  an  institutional  violation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.6.1,  page  117,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“14.1.6.1  Requirement  for  Practice.  To  be  eligible  to  participate 
in  organized  practice  sessions,  a  student-athlete  shall  be  en¬ 
rolled  in  a  minimum  full-time  program  of  studies  leading  to  a 
baccalaureate  or  equivalent  degree  as  defined  by  the  regulations 
of  the  certifying  institution.  A  violation  of  this  Maw  shaU  be 
considered  an  institutional  violation  per  Bylaw  2.8.1, 
however,  it  shall  not  effect  the  student-athlete  s  eligibili¬ 
ty.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately  * 

.  _____ _ - - - - Legislative  Proposals 


Rationale:  This  de  minimis  proposal,  similar  to  those  adopted  in 
previous  years,  is  an  attempt  to  decrease  the  number  of  circum¬ 
stances  in  which  an  institution  is  required  to  declare  a  student- 
athlete  ineligible  as  a  result  of  a  violation  where  the  student- 
athlete  or  prospective  student-athlete  did  not  receive  a  benefit 
and  little  or  no  recruiting  or  competitive  advantage  occurred. 
Currently,  violations  of  this  bylaw  result  in  immediate  reinstate¬ 
ment  of  eligibility  without  conditions  imposed.  The  institution 
will  still  be  held  accountable  for  any  institutional  responsibility 
regarding  a  violation  of  these  regulations. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 
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Intent:  To  specify  instances  in  which  a  de  minimis  violation  will  not 
render  an  enrolled  student-athlete  ineligible  while  retaining  the 
fact  that  such  a  violation  shall  be  considered  an  institutional  vi¬ 
olation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.4.3.1.4  by  adding  new  14.4.3.1.4.2,  page  130,  as 
follows: 

[Division  III 

*14.4.3.1.4.2  Effect  of  Violation.  Violations  of  14.4.3.1.4 
shall  be  considered  institutional  violations  per  2.8.1;  how¬ 
ever,  they  shall  not  affect  the  student-athlete’s  eligibility.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  proposal,  similar  to  those  adopted  at  previous 
NCAA  Conventions,  is  an  attempt  to  decrease  the  number  of 
circumstances  in  which  an  institution  is  required  to  declare  a 
student-athlete  ineligible  as  a  result  of  a  violation  where  the 
student-athlete  did  not  receive  a  benefit  and  little  or  no  re¬ 
cruiting  or  competitive  advantage  occurred.  Currently,  viola¬ 
tions  of  this  proposal  results  in  immediate  reinstatement  of  eli¬ 
gibility  without  conditions  imposed.  The  institution  will  8till  be 
held  accountable  for  any  institutional  responsibility  regarding 
a  violation  of  Bylaw  14.4.3.1.4  (designation  of  degree  program) 
and  14,4.3.1.4.1  (documentation  of  degree-program  designa¬ 
tion). 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  allow  an  institution  to  grant  a  discontinued  academic  pro- 
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gram  exception  instead  of  submitting  the  request  to  the  Student- 
Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.5.3.4,  page  140,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“14.5.5.3.4  Discontinued  Academic  Program  Waiver  Exception. 
The  Committee  on  Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  concludes  that 
tThe  certifying  institution  concludes  that  the  student  changed 
institutions  in  order  to  continue  a  major  course  of  study  because 
the  original  institution  discontinued  the  academic  program  in 
the  student’s  major” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale-  Currently,  the  NCAA  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement 
staff  on  behalf  of  the  Division  II  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement 
Committee  determines  whether  this  waiver  should  be  grante  . 
The  committee  believes  that  the  certifying  institution  could  easi¬ 
ly  analyze  such  matters.  Further,  the  committee  believes  that  by 
allowing  the  certifying  institution  to  process  this  exception  the 
legislation  would  be  handled  more  efficiently. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  establish  deadlines  for  submitting  waiver  requests  relab 
ed  to  Division  II  scheduling  requirements  in  football  and  mens 
and  women’s  basketball. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  20.10.4.3.4,  page  307,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“20  10.4.3.4  Geographical  Waiver — Division  II  Football.  The 
Management  Council,  by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  its  members 
present  and  voting,  may  waive  the  provisions  of  20  10.4.1  tor  a 
Division  II  institution  that  does  not  offer  athletically  related  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  in  the  sport  of  football,  or  which  offers  fewer  than  20 
percent  of  the  maximum  allowable  number  of  scholarships  m  Di¬ 
vision  II  football,  if  it  is  determined  teat  fewer  than  six  other  Di¬ 
vision  II  football  programs  exist  within  a  500-mile  radius  of  tee 
institution’s  campus  that  do  not  offer  athletically  related  finan 
dal  aid  in  the  sport  of  football  or  offer  fewer  than  20  percent  of 
the  maximum  allowable  number  of  scholarships  m  Division 
football.  An  institution  shall  calculate  the  applicable  percentage 
based  upon  the  amount  of  athletically  related  financial  aid  re¬ 
ceived  by  its  student-athletes  in  the  sport  of  football  as  opposed 
te  including  all  institutional  aid  in  that  sport.  Such  a  waiver 
request  must  be  received  in  the  national  office  j®1®* 
frhnn  June  15  immediately  following  the  academic  year  in 
which  the  scheduling  requirement  was  not  met. 
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B.  Bylaws:  Amend  20.10.4.4  by  adding  new  20.10.4.4.3,  pages  307- 
308,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

[20.10.4.4.1  and  20.10.4.4.2  unchanged] 

“20  10  4.4.3  Submission  Deadline.  Waiver  requests  pur¬ 
suant  to  20.10.4.4.1  and  20.10.4.4.2  must  be  received  in  the 
national  office  not  later  than  June  15  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  the  academic  year  in  which  the  scheduling  require¬ 
ment  was  not  met.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately  * 

Rationale:  The  submission  date  identified  in  this  proposal  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  a  more  definitive  process  for  requesting  waivers 
of  the  Division  II  scheduling  requirements.  It  is  difficult,  under 
current  legislation,  for  the  Membership  Committee  to  objectively 
evaluate  a  waiver  request  that  is  retroactive  to  previous  aca¬ 
demic  years.  This  proposal  sets  an  objective  standard  so  that  all 
waiver  requests  may  be  administered  consistently  and  can  be  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  Membership  Committee  based  on  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  the  situation  and  not  on  the  submission  date. 


Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  establish  a  standing  common  foreign-student  records 
committee  to  assist  in  reviewing  initial-eligibility  standards  tor 
international  students. 

[Note:  The  proposed  changes  involve  common  provisions,  and 
thus,  must  be  approved  by  Divisions  I  and  II  acting  indepen¬ 
dently.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.5  by  adding  21.5.5,  page  318,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  Divisions  I  and  II,  divided  vote] 

“21.5.5  NCAA  Foreign-Student  Records  Committee 

“21.5.5.1  Composition.  The  committee  shall  consist  of 
nine  members  including  three  Division  I  representa¬ 
tives,  three  Division  II  representatives  and  three  ex- 
officio  members,  one  of  which  shall  be  the  NCAA  initial- 
eligibility  clearinghouse’s  primary  foreign-student 
records  consultant. 

“21.5.5.2  Duties.  The  committee  shall  assist  in  review¬ 
ing  initial-eligibility  standards  for  international  stu¬ 
dents.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Academic  Requirements  Committee)). 
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Effective  Date;  Immediately.  , 

Rationale:  This  eommittee  will  ^^ye^s^go^n  order  to  estab- 

tional  students.  The  of  *»  ^wcomnw^^  ^  ^ 

to  eliminate  conc|™s.  r®?,d  ^foreign  Jtudent  records  consul- 
sultants  group.  Specificaily,  the  ioreiBii  governance 

tants  did  not  report  to  any  enti*  f0  interpre- 

structure  and  rendered  untimdy  decisions  re  Further, 

tive  issues  pertaining  to  a  partic  *°F®  *jen  gth  of  term  0r 

the  consultants  did  not  have  P  ®d  tion  this  proposal, 
appointment  on  this  jgoup.  p  -ttee  WOuld  be  an  officiai 

the  Foreign-Student  Records  Committee  woum  gtruclure  ^ 
part  of  tbet^ the^NCAA  Division  f  A^dendcs/Eligibility/Compli- 

will  report  to  the  jji  T  -  i  iriicrihilitv  Issues)  and 

ance  Cabinet  <S«b=t£e  «  .'""i'lSi.U.  Six  of  «■= 
the  Division  II  Academic  Req  eni^  Div.gion  j  and  jj  insti- 
members  of  this  committeesh  nt  rofessional  expertise 

tutions  each  of  whom  shall  na  additional  three  com' 

in  the  area  of  ^possess  a  broad 

mittee  m^bef  ^''Jl^wSge  bas™  Due  to  the  highly  tech- 
SSFE££ *i'lSriwr3t«  .hall  «rv, 

year  terms. 

Action:  Adopted,  effectively  immediately. 


PRESIDENTS  COUNCIL  GROUPING 


tasaaaraeiea  - - — -  ., 

Intent*  To  establish  authority  for  the  Division  II  Presidents  Council 
“  adopt  emergency  legislation  when  appropna  e 
Constitution:  Amend  5.3.1.1  by  adding  new  5.3.1.1.2,  page  , 

follows:  .  .  Ttl 

[Division  IIJ  .. 

to)orcomplyw.th,  a  co«rt,^tcroative  P@  pre9idents 

(ADR)  or  government  order  or  w  ^  NCAA  lia- 
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“emergency  legislation”  adopted  by  the  Presidents  Coun¬ 
cil  must  be  ratified  by  the  Division  II  membership  at  the 
next  regularly  scheduled  NCAA  Convention.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Academic  Requirements  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  The  Presidents  Council  should  have  authority  to  adopt 
“emergency  legislation”  in  situations  when  the  NCAA  must  re¬ 
spond  to,  or  comply  with,  a  court,  alternate  dispute  resolution 
(ADR)  or  government  order  or  when  the  Presidents  Council 
deems  it  appropriate  to  limit  or  avoid  NCAA  liability  as  a  result 
of  litigation,  ADR  or  governmental  proceedings.  Such  legislation 
requires  a  three-fourths  majority  of  the  Presidents  Council 
members  present  and  voting.  Such  legislation  may  be  effective 
immediately  and  must  be  ratified  by  the  Division  II  membership 
at  the  next  regularly  scheduled  NCAA  Convention. 

Action:  Adopted,  203-1-0,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  permit  a  student-athlete  to  regain  a  season  of  competition 
when  the  student-athlete  utilizes  a  season  of  competition  prior 
to  the  determination  of  his/her  eligibility  status. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  14.2.7,  page  123,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“14.2.7  Season  of  Competition  Waiver.  In  conjunction  with  a  re¬ 
quest  for  restoration  of  eligibility  and  any  conditions  imposed 
there  on,  per  Bylaw  14.12,  a  student-athlete  may  be  granted  an 
additional  season  of  competition  by  the  Student-Athlete  Rein¬ 
statement  Committee  when  he  or  she  participated  in  a  limited 
amount  of  competition,  as  a  result  of  a  good  faith ,  erroneous  for¬ 
mal  declaration  of  eligibility  by  the  institutions  appropriate  cer¬ 
tifying  authority.  The  competition  must  have  occurred  under  all 
of  the  following  conditions: 

“(a)  as  a  result  of  a  good-faith,  erroneous  formal  declara¬ 
tion  of  eligibility  by  the  institution’s  appropriate  cer¬ 
tifying  authority;  or 

“(b)  as  a  result  of  a  student-athlete’s  good-faith,  erroneous 
reliance  upon  a  coaching  staff  member’s  decision  to 
place  the  student-athlete  into  competition  prior  to  the 
coaching  staff  member  receiving  a  formal  declaration 
of  eligibility  for  the  student-athlete  from  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  appropriate  certifying  authority. 

[14.2.7-(a)  through  14.2.7-(d)  numbered  as  14.2.7-Q)  through 
14.2. 7-(4),  unchanged.] 

“(5)  The  student-athlete,  in  the  case  of  a  coaching 
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staff  member’s  erroneous  decision,  had  reason  to 
believe  he/she  was  eligible  to  participate,  and 
student-athlete  did  not  contribute  to  the  coach¬ 
ing  staff  member’s  erroneous  decision  to  allow 
the  student-athlete  to  participate. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Student- Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  legislation  is  designed  to  provide  relief  to  the  stu- 

Rationale.  :  g  reljes  the  decision  of  a  coaching  staff 

member  to  allow  the  student-athlete  to  participate  when  final 
certification  of  the  student-athlete’s  eligibility  has  not  yet  oc¬ 
curred  or  has  not  yet  been  received  by  the  coaching  staff  member 
who  makes  the  decision  to  allow  the  student-athlete  to  partici- 

pate. 

Action:  Adopted,  164-42-2. 


CUElJMiBEQUIREMJENTS 


Intent:  To  redefine  a  core  course  for  purposes  of  meeting  the  initial- 
eligibility  core-curriculum  requirement,  as  specified. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.3.1.3,  pages  124-125,  as  follows. 

[Division  II] 

“14  3  1.3  Core-Curriculum  Requirements.  For  purposes  of 'meet¬ 
ing  the  core-curriculum  requirement  to  establish  eligibil  y 
Division  I  or  II  member  institution,  a  core  course  is  defined  as 
a  recognized  academic  course  fas  opposed  to  a  vocational  or  per- 
sonal-service  course)  that  offers  fundamental  instructional  com- 
lonents  in  a  specified  area  of  study.  Courses  that  are  taught  at  a 
level  below  the  high  school’s  regular  academic  instructional  W 
(eg  remedial,  special  education  or  compensatory)  shall  not  be 
considered  core  courses  regardless  of  course  content.  The  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  the  use  of  remedial  or  compensator,  courses  is  no 
annlica  ble  to  courses  designed  for  students  with  learning  disa  i 
tries  (see  Bylaw  14.3.1.3.5).  Effective  with  courses  taken  during 
the  1987-88  academic  year  and  thereafter,  at  least  75  percen  of 
the  Instructional  content  of  a  course  must  be  in  one, or  more  of he 
reauired  areas  [as  listed  in  (a)  through  (f)  below J,  and  stalls 
tics  ”  as  referred  to  in  the  mathematics  section,  must  be  advanced 
(algebra  based).  For  courses  taken  during  and  prior  to  the  1986- 
87  academic  year  to  be  considered  core  courses,  at  least  some  in- 
slructS  elements  (as  listed  below)  must  be  included,  must 
meet  all  the  following  criteria: 

“(a)  English — (four  years  required  in  Division  l  and 

reauired  in  Division  II).  Core  courses  in  English  shall  in 
elude  instructional  elements  m  the  /blowing  are^.  gram¬ 
mar,  vocabulary  development,  composition,  literature,  ana- 
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lytical  reading  or  oral  communication .  A  course  must  be  a 
recognized  academic  course  and  qualify  for  high- 
school  graduation  credit  in  one  or  a  combination  of 
the  following  areas:  English,  mathematics, 
natural/physical  science,  social  science,  foreign  lan¬ 
guage,  computer  science  or  nondoctrinal  religion/phi¬ 
losophy; 

“(b)  Mathematics— [two  years  required,  including  in  Division  I 
at  least  one  year  of  algebra  and  one  year  of  geometry  (or  one 
year  of  a  higher-level  mathematics  course  for  which  geometry 
is  a  prerequisite )].  Core  courses  in  mathematics  shall  include 
instructional  elements  in  algebra,  geometry,  trigonometry, 
statistics  (algebra-based)  or  calculus.  A  course  must  be 
considered  college  preparatory  by  the  high  school. 
College  preparatory  is  defined  for  these  purposes  as 
any  course  that  prepares  a  student  academically  to 
enter  a  four-year  collegiate  institution  upon  gradua¬ 
tion  from  high  school; 

u(c)  Natural  or  Physical  Science — (two  years  required,  including 
at  least  one  full  year  of  laboratory  classes  if  offered  by  the 
high  school ).  Core  courses  in  natural  or  physical  science 
shall  include  instructional  elements  in  biology,  chemistry, 
physics,  environmental  science ,  physical  science  or  earth  sci¬ 
ence.  A  mathematics  course  must  be  at  the  level  of  Al¬ 
gebra  I  or  a  higher-level  mathematics  course; 

“(d)  Social  Science — (two  years  required ).  Core  courses  in  social 
science  shall  contain  instructional  elements  in  history,  social 
studies ,  economics,  geography,  psychology,  sociology ;  govern¬ 
ment,  political  science  and  anthropology.  A  course  must  be 
taught  by  a  qualified  instructor  as  defined  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  academic  authority  (e.g.,  high  school, 
school  district  or  state  agency  with  authority  of  such 
matters);  and 

“(e)  Additional  Courses  in  English,  Mathematics  or  Natural  or 
Physical  Science — (one  year  required  in  Division  I  and  two 
years  required  in  Division  II).  The  year(s)  of  additional  aca¬ 
demic  credit  must  be  from  courses  in  the  above  areas  of  En¬ 
glish,  mathematics  or  natural  or  physical  science .  A  course 
must  be  taught  at  or  above  the  high  schoors  regular 
academic  level  (i.e.,  remedial,  special  education  or 
compensatory  courses  shall  not  be  considered  core 
courses).  However,  the  prohibition  against  the  use  of 
remedial  or  compensatory  courses  is  not  applicable 
to  courses  designed  for  students  with  learning  dis¬ 
abilities  (see  Bylaw  14.3.1.3.5). 

u(f)  Additional  Academic  Courses — (two  years  required).  The  two 
remaining  years  of  additional  academic  credit  must  be  from 
courses  in  the  above  areas  or  foreign  language,  computer  sci¬ 
ence,  philosophy  or  nondoctrinal  religion  (e.g.,  comparative 
religion)  courses ” 
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Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  (Management  Council 
(Core-Course  Review  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en- 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  ZUUU. 

Rationale:  Through  regular  dialogue  between  the  high-school  com¬ 
munity  and  the  NCAA  Core-Course  Review  Committee,  sec¬ 
ondary-school  educators  have  expressed  concerns  that  the  cur¬ 
rent  NCAA  core-course  definition  (i.e.,  75  percent  instructional 
content)  rather  than  high-school  educators  is  determining  the 
content  of  high-school  course  offerings.  In  addition,  representa¬ 
tives  of  more  than  a  dozen  national  high-school  agencies  provid¬ 
ed  information  at  a  recent  committee  meeting  regarding  the  in¬ 
tegrated  and  interdisciplinary  curricula  that  is  being  used  in 
many  high  schools.  Based  on  input  received  from  these  high- 
school  representatives  and  the  committee’s  own  expenence  with 
the  application  of  the  current  core-course  definition  the  commit¬ 
tee  concluded  that  the  75  percent  instructional-content  require¬ 
ment  is  inconsistent  with  the  current  state  of  high-school  curric¬ 
ula.  Members  of  the  committee  believe  the  proposed  change  is 
consistent  with  directives  received  from  the  Division  II  Presi¬ 
dents  Council  to  give  high-school  principals  primary  responsibil¬ 
ity  for  evaluating  high-school  course  offerings  m  relation  to 
NCAA  core-curriculum  standards.  In  addition,  the  committee  be¬ 
lieves  the  proposed  change  is  consistent  with  current  high-school 
reform  movements  and  contains  sufficient  legislative  safeguards 
to  ensure  that  prospective  students  who  successfully  complete 
the  core-curriculum  requirements  will  be  academically  prepared 
to  succeed  at  a  four-year  collegiate  institution. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  permit  independent-study  courses,  correspondence  cours¬ 
es  Internet-based  courses,  distance-learning  courses,  mdividual- 
ized-instraction  courses  and  courses  taught  by  similar  means  to 
be  used  to  meet  the  core-curriculum  requirements,  provided  cer- 
tain  criteria  are  met. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  14.3.1.3.2,  page  125,  as  follows: 

[Division  il] 

“14  3  1  3.2  Independent-Study  or  Correspondence  Courses.  Inde- 
pendent-study  or  correspondence  courses  may  not  be  used  to ^sato- 
fy  core-curriculum  requirements.  Nontraditional  Courses. 
Courses  taught  via  the  Internet,  distance-learning,  inde- 
pendent-study,  individualized-instruction,  correspon¬ 
dence,  and  courses  taught  by  similar  means,  may  be  used 
to  satisfy  NCAA  core-course  requirements  if  all  of  the  fol- 
lowing  conditions  are  satisfied: 
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“(a)  The  course  meets  all  requirements  for  a  core  course 
as  defined  in  Bylaw  14.3.1.3; 

“(b)  The  instructor  and  the  student  have  access  to  one  an¬ 
other  during  the  duration  of  the  course  for  purposes 
of  teaching,  evaluating  and  providing  assistance  to 
the  student; 

“(c)  Evaluation  of  the  student’s  work  is  conducted  by  the 
appropriate  academic  authorities  in  accordance  with 
the  high  school’s  established  academic  policies;  and 
“(d) The  course  is  acceptable  for  any^student  and  is 
placed  on  the  high-school  transcript.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Core-Course  Review  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000;  for  those  student-athletes  first  en¬ 
tering  a  collegiate  institution  on  or  after  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  current  legislation,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  inde¬ 
pendent-study  and  correspondence  courses  to  satisfy  the  core¬ 
curriculum  requirements,  was  adopted  at  a  time  when 
traditional  classroom  instruction  was  virtually  the  only  method 
of  instruction  utilized  by  high  schools.  As  such,  the  legislation 
does  not  specifically  address  distance  learning  or  courses  taught 
via  the  Internet,  nor  does  it  make  a  clear  distinction  between  in- 
dependent-study  courses  and  courses  taught  via  individualized 
instruction.  At  a  meeting  of  the  NCAA  Core-Course  Review 
Committee,  representatives  of  more  than  a  dozen  national  high- 
school  agencies  provided  information  regarding  the  quality  and 
the  varying  types  of  secondary-education  programs  now  being  of¬ 
fered  via  the  Internet,  correspondence,  independent-study,  indi¬ 
vidualized-instruction  and  distance-learning  courses.  Based  on 
the  information  received  from  these  high-school  representatives 
and  the  committee’s  own  experience  with  alternative  methods  of 
delivering  education,  the  committee  and  the  NCAA  Division  II 
Academic  Requirements  Committee  believe  that  many  of  these 
courses  should  be  permissible  to  use  to  satisfy  the  core-curncu- 
lum  requirements  recent  educational-reform  movements.  The 
committees  believe  this  legislative  change  is  consistent  with  cur¬ 
rent  trends  in  the  secondary-education  reform  movement.  Fur¬ 
ther,  there  are  sufficient  legislative  safeguards  to  ensure  that 
prospective  students  enrolled  in  such  courses  will  be  academically 
prepared  to  succeed  at  a  four-year  collegiate  institution. 


Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  allow  institutions  to  grant  satisfactory-progress  credit 
through  the  international  baccalaureate  examinations. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.4.3.4.3,  page  132,  as  follows: 
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[Division  II] 

“14.4.3.4.3  Advanced-Placement  Tests/International  Bac¬ 
calaureate  Program  Examinations/Credit  by  Examination. 
Credit  received  through  advanced-placement  tests  or  by  exami¬ 
nation  or  International  Baccalaureate  Program  examina¬ 
tions  may  be  utilized  by  the  student  to  meet  the  minimum  sat¬ 
isfactory-progress  requirement,  provided  the  subject  for  which 
the  examination  is  an  alternative  is  offered  by  the  institution  as 
acceptable  degree  credit  ” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Academic  Requirements  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Current  legislation  permits  student-athletes  to  use  cred¬ 
it  received  through  advanced-placement  testing  or  through  cred- 
it-bv-examination  to  meet  the  minimum  satisfactory-pr  ogress 
requirements,  provided  the  institution  offers  courses  and  awards 
degree  credit  in  the  subject  area  for  which  the  examination  is  an 
alternative.  With  a  growing  number  of  Division  II  institutions 
beginning  to  use  the  examinations  offered  through  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Baccalaureate  Program  as  a  substitute  for  advance 
placement  tests,  the  belief  is  that  the  International  Baccalaure¬ 
ate  Program  is  a  legitimate  testing  program  and  that 
student-athletes  should  be  permitted  to  use  credit  received 
through  International  Baccalaureate  Program  examinations  to 
meet  the  minimum  satisfactory-progress  requirements  in  the 
same  manner  that  students  currently  are  permitted  to  use  credit 
received  through  the  advanced-placement  testing  program. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution,  at  its  discretion,  to  provide  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  receiving  financial  aid  that  covers  the  cost  of  meals 
with  a  board  allowance  that  consists  of  three  meals  per  day,  even 
if  the  institution’s  maximum  permissible  board  allowance  for  all 
students  represents  a  lesser  cost  figure. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.2,  page  157,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“15.2.2  Room  and  Board.  An  institution  may  provide  a  student- 
athlete  financial  aid  that  includes  the  cost  of  room  and  board , 
based  on  the  official  allowance  for  room  and  board  as  listed  in 
the  institution’s  official  publication  (e.g.,  catalog)  and  a  board 
allowance  that  consists  of  three  meals  per  day,  even  if  the 
institution’s  maximum  permissible  award  allowance  for 
all  students  represents  a  lesser  cost  figure. 

“15  2  2  1  Off-Campus  Room  and  Board  Stipend.  If  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  lives  and  eats  in  noninstitutional  facilities,  the 
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institution  may  pay  the  student-athlete  an  amount  equal  to 
the  institution’s  official  on-campus  room  and  board  al¬ 
lowance  as  listed  in  its  catalog,  or  the  average  of  the  room 
and  board  costs  of  all  of  its  students  living  on  campus.  The 
institution  also  may  pay  the  student-athlete  an 
amount  that  is  equivalent  to  an  on-campus  7-day  or 
21 -meal  hoard  plan,  excluding  those  eating  at  the  meals 
provided  as  part  of  training  table.  Meals  provided  on  the 
training  table  shall  be  deducted  at  the  regular-cost  figure 
from  such  a  student-athlete’s  board  allowance. 

[15.2.2.1.1  unchanged.] 

“15.2.2.1,2  Determination  of  Off-Campus  Board  Costs. 
An  institution  with  several  on-campus  board  plans  (e.g., 
5-day,  7-day,  14-meal,  17-meal  or  21-meal  plans)  may 
provide  a  student-athlete  living  in  noninstitutional  fa¬ 
cilities  with  the  equivalent  of  a  full ‘board  (e.g,  7-day  or 
21-mea \)  plan  at  that  institution.” 

[Remainder  of  15.2.2  unchanged.] 


Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  many  instances,  an  institution’s  maximum  board  al¬ 
lowance  published  in  its  catalog  for  all  students  is  less  than  the 
equivalent  of  three  meals  per  day.  Further,  many  institutions 
contract  their  dining  services  to  outside  entities  and  these  enti¬ 
ties  often  establish  meal  plans  that  are  fewer  than  a  7-day/21- 
meal  plan.  The  outside  entity  will  establish  their  meal  plan 
based  on  a  survey  given  to  the  general  student  body  and  assume 
that  students  will  not  be  eating  three  meals  per  day  in  the 
institutional  dining  facilities.  Student-athletes  who  attend  these 
institutions  may  not  be  receiving  the  requisite  meals  necessary 
to  meet  the  nutritional  demands  placed  upon  them  as  a  result  of 
participating  in  intercollegiate  athletics.  This  proposal  would 
address  those  needs  as  well  as  promote  competitive  equity  by 
ensuring  that  an  institution’s  meal  plan  is  not  used  as  a  recruit¬ 
ing  tool  when  offering  a  prospect  financial  aid  that  covers  the 
cost  of  meals. 

Action:  Adopted,  167-34-4. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  an  institution  may  provide  room  and  board 
expenses  for  specific  periods  of  time  to  student-athletes  who  re¬ 
turn  to  the  institution’s  campus  during  a  vacation  period  follow¬ 
ing  institutional  competition. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.5.1,  page  180,  as  follows: 
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[Division  II] 

“16  5.1  Permissible.  Identified  housing  and  meal  benefits  inci¬ 
dental  to  a  student’s  participation  m  intercollegiate  athletics 
that  may  be  financed  by  the  institution  are: 

[16.5. l-(a)  through  16.5.1-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(6)  during  the  ins* 

stances: 

«m  Student-athletes  who  are  required  to  remain  on  the  m- 
(1>  stitution/s  campus  for  organized 

competition  during  the  institution  s  official  vac 
tion  Deriod  during  the  regular  academic  year.  U 
the  student-athlete  lives  at  home  during  the  vacation 
oeriod  the  cost  of  room  and  board  may  not  be  provided 
by  the  institution,  other  than  to  pema  the  student-a  b 
lete  to  participate  in  team  meals  incidental  to  Practice 
sessions.  If  an  institution  does  not  provide  a  meal  to  its 
ctnHpnt  athletes  a  cash  allowance  may  be  provided,  not 

stitutional  staff  members  on  away  from  campus  trips. 

“(21  Student-athletes  who  return  to  campus  during 
<2)  the  institution’s  official  vacation  period  occur- 
ring  during  a  regular  academic  term  (e.g., 

King  vacation  period. ‘"ThtS 
rnmnetition  as  outlined  in 

16  8  1  2-(e).  Under  such  circumstances,  room  and 
Sd  expenses  may  be  provided  beginning  with 
the  student-athlete’s  arrival  on  campus  until  the 
tihiHnn’R  regular  dormitories  and  dining  facil- 
Sreopra^Utt^atadcntatMatc  live.  at  hon,. 
d"  ri„g  the  vacation  period,  the  coat  of  room  and 
board  may  not  be  provided  by  the  institution. 

“(3)  Student-athletes  who  return  to  campus  dunng  the 
(  '  institution’s  official  vacation  penod  between  reg¬ 
ular  academic  terms  (e.g.,  summer  vacation  pen- 
od)  from  competition  as  outlined  in  16.8.1.i  W 
through  16.8.1.2-(e).  Under  such  circum6t®“ces’ 
room  and  board  expenses  may  be  providedforno 
more  than  a  48-hour  period,  beginnmg  with  t 
student-athlete’s  return  to  campus.  If  the  stu 
dent-athlete  lives  at  home  during  the  vacation 
period,  the  cost  of  room  and  board  may  not  be 
provided  by  the  institution. 

[16.5. l-(0  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 
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Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  It  is  a  common  occurrence  for  an  institution's  team  to  re¬ 
turn  to  campus  from  season-ending  competition  (e.g.,  last  regu¬ 
lar-season  contest,  conference  tournament,  postseason  tourna¬ 
ment)  during  an  institutional  vacation  period.  Under  the  current 
legislation,  it  is  not  permissible  for  the  institution  to  provide  any 
expenses  to  student-athletes  once  they  arrive  back  on  campus, 
even  if  dormitories  and  dining  facilities  are  closed.  Although  the 
current  legislation  does  allow  institutions  to  provide  travel  ex¬ 
penses  to  student-athletes  for  a  period  of  time  up  to  36  hours  fol¬ 
lowing  the  end  of  the  competition,  this  does  not  include  room 
and  board  expenses  once  student-athletes  have  returned  to  the 
institution's  campus.  This  proposal  would  permit  institutions 
the  discretion  of  providing  room  and  board  for  a  reasonable  peri¬ 
od  of  time  in  these  situations. 

Action:  Adopted,  194-2-1. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  a  new  championship  may  be  established  in  a 
women’s  sport  if  the  minimum  number  of  sponsoring  institu¬ 
tions  exist  for  one  academic  year  (rather  than  for  two  consecu¬ 
tive  academic  years). 

[Note:  The  proposed  change  involves  a  common  provision,  and 
thus,  must  be  approved  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  acting  indepen¬ 
dently.] 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.2.4.2,1,  page  280,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

"18.2.4.2  Sponsorship  Criteria 

“18.2.4.2.1  Minimum  Period.  In  men’s  sports,  The  appli¬ 
cable  minimum  sponsorship  number  must  exist  for  two 
consecutive  academic  years  in  order  for  a  championship  to 
be  established.  Legislation  to  establish  the  championship 
may  be  proposed  during  the  second  year  in  which  the  mini¬ 
mum  sponsorship  number  exists.  In  women’s  sports,  the 
applicable  minimum  sponsorship  number  must  exist 
for  one  academic  year  in  order  for  a  championship  to 
be  established.  Legislation  to  establish  the  champi¬ 
onship  may  be  proposed  during  the  year  in  which  the 
minimum  sponsorship  number  exists.  Varsity  sports 
sponsored  prior  to  August  1,  1994,  shall  count  toward  the 
two  consecutive  minimum  one  or  two-year  sponsorship  re¬ 
quirement.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Championships  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 
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Rationale:  Bylaws  18.2.4.1  and  18.2.4.2.1  currently  specify  that  a 
championship  may  be  established  in  a  womens  sport  if  at  least 
40  institutions  sponsor  the  sport,  and  that  such  legislation  may 
be  established  after  the  sport  has  met  the  minimum  requirement 
for  two  consecutive  years.  Currently  the  number  of  institutions 
sponsoring  emerging  sports  is  as  follows:  women’s  water  polo  (37 
institutions),  women’s  ice  hockey  (40),  women  s  squash  (27)  and 
women’s  bowling  (21).  If  the  waiting  period  were  reduced  from 
two  years  to  one  year,  legislation  could  be  proposed  in  1999-00  to 
establish  a  women’s  ice  hockey  championship  in  2000-01.  It «  an¬ 
ticipated  that  sponsorship  of  women’s  water  polo  will  reach  40  by 
the  end  of  the  1999-00  academic  year;  if  that  occurs,  legislation 
also  could  be  proposed  in  1999-00  to  establish  a  womens  water 
polo  championship  in  2000-01.  This  proposal  will  assist  member 
institutions  in  meeting  their  legal  obligations  under  Title  IX. 

Action:  Adopted,  187-14-4. 


&&  CBUUVIPlbNSHIP, 


Intent:  To  establish  a  National  Collegiate  Championship  in  the 
sport  of  women’s  ice  hockey,  effective  2000-01,  and  to  establish  a 
women’s  ice  hockey  committee. 

[Note:  The  proposed  changes  involve  common  provisions,  and  thus, 
must  be  approved  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  acting  independently.] 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  18.3.1,  page  281,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“18.3.1  National  Collegiate  Championships  (9  10) 

“Men  (3)  Men  and  Women  (3)  Women  ( 3  4) 

Gymnastics  Fencing  Gymnastics 

Volleyball  Rifle  Ice  Hockey 

Water  Polo  Skiing  Lacrosse  (Divisions  I  and  II 

only) 

Rowing” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3  by  adding  new  21.3.2,  page  316,  renumber- 
ing  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote! 

“21  3  COMMON  COMMITTEES — COMMITTEES  WITIJ  PLAY¬ 
ING  RULES  AND  CHAMPIONSHIPS  ADMINISTRATION  RE¬ 
SPONSIBILITIES 

“21.3.2  Ice  Hockey  Committee,  Women’s.  The  Women’s 
Ice  Hockey  Committee  shall  consist  of  seven  mem¬ 
bers,  including  the  secretary-rules  editor.” 

[21.3.2  through  21.3.8  renumbered  as  21.3.3  through  21.3.9, 
unchanged.! 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Championships  Committee)]. 

a_22  _ _ — _ — - Legislative  Proposals 


-Legislative  Proposals 


Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  an  effort  to  increase  NCAA  championship  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  women,  selected  NCAA  sports  such  as  ice  hockey  have 
been  identified  as  sports  in  which  to  establish  a  National  Colle¬ 
giate  Championship.  Currently  there  are  40  member  institu¬ 
tions  that  sponsor  women’s  ice  hockey.  The  establishment  of  a 
championship  for  women’s  ice  hockey  necessitates  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  committee  with  playing  rules  and  championship  ad¬ 
ministration  responsibilities. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  establish  a  National  Collegiate  Championship  in  the 
sport  of  women’s  water  polo,  effective  2000-01,  and  to  establish  a 
women’s  water  polo  committee. 

.  .  .  .  •  • _ _ j  j.1 _ 


[Note:  The  proposed  changes  involve  common  provisions,  and  thus, 
must  be  approved  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  acting  independently.] 


A.  Bylaws:  Amend  18.3.1,  page  281,  as  follows: 


[Division  II] 


“18.3.1  National  Collegiate  Championships  (9  10) 


“Men  (3)  Men  and  Women  (3)  Women  (3  4) 

Gymnastics  Fencing  Gymnastics 

Volleyball  Rifle  Lacrosse  (Divisions  I  and  11 

Water  Polo  Skiing  only) 

Rowing 

Water  Polo” 


B.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3,  by  adding  new  21.3.8,  page  317,  renum¬ 
bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

“21  3  COMMON  COMMITTEES — COMMITTEES  WITH  PLAY¬ 
ING  RULES  AND  CHAMPIONSHIPS  ADMINISTRATION  RE¬ 
SPONSIBILITIES 

“21.3.8  Water  Polo  Committee,  Women’s.  The  Women’s 
Water  Polo  Committee  shall  consist  of  six  members, 
including  the  secretary-rules  editor.” 

[21.3.8  renumbered  as  21.3.9,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Championships  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  an  effort  to  increase  NCAA  championship  opportunities 
for  women,  selected  NCAA  sports,  such  as  water  polo,  have  been 
identified  as  sports  in  which  to  establish  a  National  Collegiate 
Championship.  Currently  there  are  37  member  institutions  that 
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sponsor  women’s  water  polo.  The  establishment  of  a  championship 
for  women’s  water  polo  necessitates  the  development  of  a  commit¬ 
tee  with  playing  rules  and  championship  administration  responsi¬ 
bilities. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  eliminate  the  geographic  scheduling  waiver  that  is  based 
on  athletically  related  aid  awarded  by  the  institution  in  the 
sport  of  football. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.10.4.3.4,  page  307,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  football  only] 

“20  10  4  3  4  Geographical  Waiver — Division  II  Football.  The 
Management  Council,  by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  its  members 
present  and  voting,  may  waive  the  provisions  of  20.10.4  1  for  a 
Division  II  institution  that  does  not  offer  athletically  related  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  in  the  sport  of  football,  or  which  offers  fewer  than 20 
percent  of  the  maximum  allowable  number  of  scholarships  m  Di¬ 
vision  II  football,  if  it  is  determined  that  fewer  than  six  other  Di¬ 
vision  II  football  programs  exist  within  a  500-mue  radius  of  the 
institution’s  campus  that  do  not  offer  athletically  related  finan¬ 
cial  aid  in  the  sport  of  football  or  offer  fewer  than  20  percent  of 
the  maximum  allowable  number  of  scholarships  m  Division  11 
football.  An  institution  shall  calculate  the  applicable  percentage 
based  upon  the  amount  of  athletically  related  financial  aid  re¬ 
ceived  by  its  student-athletes  in  the  sport  of  football  as  opposed  to 
including  all  institutional  aid  in  that  sport.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  geographical  waiver  of  the  50-percent  scheduling  re- 
quirement  in  the  sport  of  football  should  be  eliminated  inasmuch 
as  such  a  waiver  in  Division  II  should  not  be  contingent  upon  the 
amount  of  athletically  related  financial  aid  an  institution  awards 
in  football  or  the  number  of  institutions  granting  minimal  aid 
that  are  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  institution.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  was  written  specifically  to  assist  Division  I-AA  institutions 
and  does  not  have  a  practical  application  in  Division  II.  An  insti¬ 
tution  that  has  legitimate  geographical  difficulty  in  scheduling 
opponents  may  apply  for  a  waiver  per  Bylaw  20.10.4.4. 

Action:  Adopted,  115-3-2  (football-playing  institutions  only). 


Intent:  To  eliminate  the  prohibition  on  athletics  department  s  staff 
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fleer. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.1,  pages  53-54,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“11.1  CONDUCT  OF  ATHLETICS  PERSONNEL 

[11.1.1  through  11.1.3  unchanged.]  . 

“11  14  Use  of  Institutional  Name  or  Logo.  Athletics  depar  - 

in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  without  prior  approval  from  the  m 
stitution  in  Division  III” 

[11.1.5  through  11.1.7  renumbered  as  11.1.4  through  11.  •  , 

unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2,  pages  55-56,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“11.3.2  Income  in  Addition  to  Institutional  Salary 

[11.3.2.1  through  11.3.2.4  unchanged.]  , 

“ 11.3.2.5  Endorsement  of  Commercial  Produ^l^l]ica\ 
partment  staff  members  shall  not  use,  directly  y  P 
Zn  the  institution’s  name  or  logo  in  the  endorsement  of 
commercial  products  or  services  for  personal  gam  without 
prior  written  approval  from  the  institution  s  chief  ^utwe 
officer  in  Divisions  I  and  II  and  without  prior  approval  from 
the  institution  in  Division  III  (see  U.Z.Z). 

[11.3.2.6  through  11.3.2.10  renumbered  as  11.3.2.5  through 
11.3.2.9,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,2000.  .  . 

logos  adequately  control  this  issue. 

Action:  Adopted,  183-8-2. 


Intent:  To  eliminate  the  requirement  than  an  institution  ™ust  in¬ 
clude,  in  contracts  and  letters  of  appointment,  a  stipulation  that 
requires  staff  members  to  receive  prior  approval  for  the  chiel  ex¬ 
ecutive  officer  for  all  athletically  related  outside  income. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.2.2,  page  54,  as  follows. 

[Division  II] 

“11.2.2  Athletically  Related  Income.  Contractual  agreements,  in - 
eluding  letters  of  appointment,  between  a  full-time  or  part-time 
athletics  department  staff  member  (excluding  secretarial  or  cleri¬ 
cal  personnel)  and  an  institution  shall  include  the  stipulation 
that  the  staff  member  is  required  to  rewwe  annually  prior  writ¬ 
ten  approval  from  the  chief  executive  officer  for  all  athletically  re¬ 
lated  income  and  benefits  from  sources  outside  the  institution. 
The  staff  member's  request  for  approval  also  shall  be  in  writing 
and  shall  include  the  amount  and  the  source  of  the  ™™me. 
Sources  of  such  income  shall  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the 
following: 

u(a)  Income  from  annuities ; 

“(b)  Sports  camps;  \ 

“(c)  Housing  benefits  (including  preferential  housing  arrange¬ 
ments); 

“(d)  Country  club  memberships; 

“(e)  Complimentary  ticket  sales; 

“(f)  Television  and  radio  programs;  and 

“(g)  Endorsement  or  consultation  contracts  with  athletics  shoe, 
apparel  or  equipment  manufacturers. 

“ 11.2.2.1  Prior  Approval  for  Institutionally  Determined  Lim¬ 
ited  Amount  of  Income.  It  is  permissible  for  an  institutions 
chief  executive  officer  to  grant  general  prior  written  approval 
for  a  staff  member  to  receive  income  that  does  not  exceed  an 
institutionally  determined  nominal  amount  (not  to  exceed 
$500  per  event)  for  participation  in  any  athletically 
activity.  A  detailed  accounting  of  all  such  income  shall  be 
provided  annually  in  writing  by  the  staff  member  to  the 
chief  executive  officer. ” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  Division  II  Legislation 
Committee  believes  that  this  legislation  can  be  eliminated  trom 
the  Division  II  Manual.  In  rare  occurrences  when  this  legislation 
does  impact  Division  II  institutions,  issues  relating  to  athletically 
related  income  are  more  appropriately  controlled  at  the  institu¬ 
tional  level.  Further,  in  Division  II,  outside  income  in  significant 
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amounts  is  not  commonplace.  Issues  relating  to  outside  income 
should  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  institution. 

Action:  Adopted,  191*4-1. 


nr  w.r  n  ■  r.  ■ 

Intent:  To  eliminate  the  outside-income  restrictions  for  Division  II 
coaches. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2.1,  page  54,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“7/3  2  1  Bona  Fide  Outside  Employment.  A  staff  member  may 
earn  income  in  addition  to  the  institutional  salary  by  Perf°f  ™nf 
services  for  outside  groups,  provided  the  compensation  is  for  aa 
ditional  work  actually  performed  and  at  a  * 

with  the  going  rate  in  that  locality  for  services  of  like  character, 
further,  such  outside  work  must  be  in  conformity  with  institution¬ 
al  policy  and  with  the  approval  of  the  institution.  In  Divisions  I 
and  II,  athletically  related  income  requires  the  prior  written  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  institution’s  chief  executive  officer  (see  11.2.J). 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2.2,  page  55,  as  follows. 

[Division  II] 

“1 1.3. 2.2  Supplemental  Pay.  An  outside  source  is  prohibited  from 
paying  or  regularly  supplementing  an  athletics  department  staff 
member's  annual  salary  and  from  arranging  to  supplement that 
salary  for  an  unspecified  achievement.  This  includes  the  form- 
tion  of  cash  from  outside  sources  to  the  institution  earmarked  for 
the  staff  member’s  salary  or  supplemental  income.  It ’  would  be 
permissible  for  an  outside  source  to  donate  funds  to  the  uwtttu- 
tion  to  be  used  as  determined  by  the  institution,  and  it  would  be 
permissible  for  the  institution,  at  its  sole  discretion,  to  use  such 
funds  to  pay  or  supplement  a  staff  members  salary. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2.3,  page  55,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“11.3.2.3  Bonuses  for  Specific  and  Extraordinary  Achievement.  An 
institution  may  permit  an  outside  individual,  group  or 0 
supplement  an  athletics  department  staff  members  salary  with  a 
direct  cash  payment  in  recognition  of  a  specific  and  extraordi- 
nary  achievement  (e.g.,  contribution  during  career  to  the  aMeUcs 
department  of  the  institution,  winning  a  conference  or 
championship,  number  of  games  or  meets  won  during 
career  I  season),  provided  such  a  cash,  supplement  «  w  « 
tion  of  a  specific  achievement  and  is  in  conformance  with  mstitu 

tional  policy” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2.4,  page  55,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“11.3.2.4  Extra  Compensation  Restriction  for  Division  II  and  Divi - 
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sion  III  Coaches.  A  member  institution  shall  not  give  extra  com¬ 
pensation  or  remuneration  of  any  sort  to  any  coach  conditioned 
upon  or  because  of  the  number  of  games  the  coach's  team  wins,  or 
because  the  team  goes  to  a  bowl  game  or  tournament  or  partici¬ 
pates  in  championships .  These  limitations  on  extra  compensation 
to  coaches  do  not  apply  where  enforceable  contracts  or  formal  se¬ 
curity -of -employment  commitments  in  effect  on  August  15,  1976, 
make  it  impossible  to  comply  with  the  limitations .  These  excep¬ 
tions  are  continued  until  existing  contracts  or  formal  security-of- 
employment  commitments  expire." 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2.5,  page  55,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“ 11,3.2.5  Endorsement  of  Commercial  Products.  Athletics  depart¬ 
ment  staff  members  shall  not  use,  directly  or  by  implication,  the 
institution's  name  or  logo  in  the  endorsement  of  commercial 
products  or  services  for  personal  gain  without  prior  written  ap¬ 
proval  from  the  institution's  chief  executive  officer  in  Divisions  I 
and  J1  and  without  prior  approval  from  the  institution  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III  (see  11.2.2)  ” 

[11.3.2.6  through  11.3.2.8  unchanged.] 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  1 1.3.2.9,  pages  55-56,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

a  11.3.2.9  Compensation  for  Scheduling  Contests / Individual  Par¬ 
ticipation.  Staff  members  of  a  member  institution  s  athletics  de¬ 
partment  shall  not  accept  compensation  or  gratuities  for  schedul¬ 
ing  athletics  contests  or  individual  meet  participation  with 
another  institution  or  a  sponsor  of  athletics  competition.  This 
specifically  precludes  the  acceptance  of  compensation  or  gratuities 
from  other  institutions,  schedule  brokers  or  agents,  and  television 
networks  or  syndicators.  Staff  members  shall  not  accept  compensa¬ 
tion  for  personal  appearances  (eg.,  speaking  engagements,  clini¬ 
cians)  held  in  conjunction  with  the  competition  in  which  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  team  is  a  participant.  A  coach  may  receive  a  participatory 
gift  from  the  sponsor  of  an  event  similar  to  the  gift  awarded  to  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  participating  in  the  event  provided  the  gift  meets  the 
applicable  awards  limitation  set  forth  in  16.1.4” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  Division  II  Legislation  Committee  believes  that 
this  legislation  is  not  relevant  to  Division  II  in  most  cases  and 
can  be  eliminated  from  the  Division  II  Manual.  In  rare  occur¬ 
rences  when  these  bylaws  do  impact  Division  II  institutions,  the 
issues  are  more  appropriately  controlled  at  the  institutional 
level.  In  Division  II,  outside  income  in  significant  amounts  is 
not  commonplace;  further,  it  should  not  be  legislated  that  insti¬ 
tutions  monitor  receipt  of  outside  income.  The  committee 
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believes  that  this  should  also  be  at  the  discretion  of  the  institu¬ 
tion. 

Action:  Adopted,  203-3-1  (No.  26E  moot  due  to  adoption  of  Proposal 
No.  24-13). 


Intent:  To  permit  institutional  staff  members  to  be  employed  by  pro¬ 
fessional  sports  organizations  during  times  in  which  they  are 
not  under  contract  with  the  institution. 

A  Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  11.3.3.1,  page  56,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“11.3.3  Employment  with  Professional  Sports  Organizations 

“11.3.3.1  Nonpermissible  Employment  Arrangements.  Staff 
members  of  a  member  institution’s  athletics  department 
shall  not  accept  compensation  or  gratuities  for  representing 
a  professional  sports  organization  as  a  coach  or  scout,  in  the 
negotiating  of  a  contract,  or  for  the  performance  of  other 
services  that  involve  the  observation  of  or  contact  with  ath¬ 
letics  talent  except  during  times  in  which  the  staff 
member  is  not  under  contract  with  the  institution. 
Except  as  provided  in  11.3.3.2,  any  compensational  arrange¬ 
ment  between  a  professional  sports  organization  and  a  col¬ 
lege  staff  member  (e.g.,  for  scouting  other  professional 
teams  or  assisting  the  professional  employer  in  coaching  its 
team)  is  evidence  of  an  indirect  arrangement  to  assure  the 
staff  member’s  assistance  in  evaluating  or  procuring  college 
talent” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  11.3.3.1.1,  page  56,  as  follows: 

[Division  III 


“11,3.3.1  Nonpermissible  Employment  Arrangements 

“ 11.3.3.1.1  Employment  During  Periods  When  Not  under 
Contract  with  Member  Institution.  A  staff  member  may  not 
be  compensated  by  a  professional  sports  organization  for 
services  rendered  during  a  period  in  which  the  staff  mem¬ 
ber  is  not  actually  under  contract  to  the  institution  or  is  ab¬ 
sent  from  campus  (eg.,  temporary  leave  of  absence,  paid  or 
unpaid).  This  provision  applies  to  individuals  employed  by 
the  member  institution  on  a  regular  and  continuing  basis, 
even  though  the  contract  may  be  for  a  period  of  less  than  a 


full  year." 

[11.3.3.1.2  renumbered  as  11.3.3.1.1.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislative  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Legislative  Proposals— - - A-29 


Rationale:  This  proposal  is  a  result  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregu¬ 
lation  project  The  Legislation  Committee  feels  employment  with 
professional  sports  organizations  during  times  a  staff  member  is 
not  under  contract  with  an  institution  should  be  permissible  in 
Division  II.  Division  II  coaching  salaries  are,  in  most  cases  not 
comparable  to  those  in  Division  I  and  very  often  necessitate 
coaches  securing  outside  employment  during  the  summer  when 
they  normally  are  not  under  contract  with  the  institution  (i.e., 
Division  II  coaching  contracts  are  not  normally  12-month 
contracts).  Many  times,  such  employment  is  available  through 
professional  sports  organizations.  An  amendment  to  this  legisla¬ 
tion  would  be  deregulation  not  only  because  legislation  would  be 
deleted  but  it  also  would  no  longer  make  it  necessary  tor  an  in¬ 
stitution  to  monitor  such  outside  employment  during  times 
when  staff  members  are  not  under  contract  with  the  institution. 

Action:  Adopted,  195-7-2. 


Intent:  To  eliminate  legislation  stating  it  is  permissible  for  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  institution,  who  are  not  associated  with  the  athletics 
department,  to  be  employed  by  professional  sports  organiza¬ 
tions. 

Bylaws:  Amend  Bylaw  11.3.3.2,  page  56,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“11.3.3.2  Permissible  Employment  or  Income  Arrangements 

“ 11.3.3.2.2  Employees  Not  Associated  with  Athletics  Depart¬ 
ment.  A  staff  member  of  a  separate  physical  education  school 
or  department  of  an  institution  who  has  no  relationship  with 
or  duties  within  the  athletics  department  is  not  prohibited 
from  working  for  a  professional  sports  organization. 
[11.3.3.2.3  and  11.3.3.2.4  renumbered  as  11.3.3.2.2  and 
11.3.3.2.3,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  a  result  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  dereg¬ 
ulation  project.  The  Legislation  Committee  feels  that  this  is 
repetitive  legislation  and  should  be  removed  from  the  Manual 
The  committee  believes  that  the  language  of  NCAA  Bylaw 
11.3.3.1  clearly  states  that  restrictions  relating  to  employment 
with  professional  sports  organizations  applies  only  to  athletics 
department  staff  members.  In  that  regard,  it  should  not  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  reiterate  that  staff  members  in  physical  education  de- 
partments  who  have  no  relationship  to  and/or  responsibilities  in 
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the  athletics  department  are  not  prohibited  from  securing  em¬ 
ployment  with  a  professional  sports  organization. 

Action:  Adopted,  191-1-2. 


Intent:  To  prohibit  “representatives  of  athletics  interest  from  mak¬ 
ing  telephone  calls  to  prospective  student-athletes. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.01.5.2,  page  75,  as  follows. 

[Division  11] 

“13  01  5  2  Division  II.  In  Division  II,  representatives  of  an  insti¬ 
tution's  athletics  interests  (as  defined  in  13.02.12)  are  prohibited 
from  making  in-person,  off-campus  recruiting  contacts  or 
phone  calls  with  a  prospect  or  the  prospects  relatives  or  legal 
guardians.  On-campus  contact  is  permitted,  as  are  written  and 
telephonic  communications.  Recruiting  contacts  by  representa¬ 
tives  during  a  prospect's  official  visit  are  confined  to  campus  and 
may  not  extend  to  the  30-mile  radius  permitted  institutional 
staff  members  (see  also  13.1.3.4.2)." 

B,  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.2.5,  page  81,  as  follows: 

[Division  Ill 

“13.1.2.5  Other  Restrictions,  Athletics  Representatives.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  are  additional  restrictions  that  apply  to  athletics  repre¬ 
sentatives. 

“(b)  Telephone  Calls.  In  Division  II ,  it  is  permissible  for  an  ath¬ 
letics  representative  (as  defined  in  13.02.12)  to  make  tele¬ 
phone  calls  to  a  prospect  on  or  after  July  1  (August  lb  m 
football)  following  the  prospect's  completion  of  the  junior 
year  in  high  school  Any  such  telephone  call  must  count  as 
the  institution's  one  telephone  contact  per  week;" 

[13.1.2.5-(c)  through  13.1.2.5-(e)  relettered  as  13.1.2.5-(b) 
through  13.1.2.5-(d),  unchanged.] 

C*  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.4.2,  page  82,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.1.3.4.2  Representatives  of  Athletics  Interests — Division  II. 
In  Division  II,  it  is  not  permissible  for  an  athletics  representa¬ 
tive  (as  defined  in  13.02.12)  to  make  telephone  calls  to  a 
prospect  on  or  after  July  1  following  the  prospects  completion  of 
the  junior  year  in  high  school ;  further,  any  such  telephone  calls 
must  count  as  the  institution's  one  telephone  contact  per  week . 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  a  result  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregu- 
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lation  project.  Current  legislation  permits  representatives  of  ath¬ 
letics  interests  to  place  phone  calls  to  prospect Jwlhe  lerisla- 
The  Legislation  Committee  recommends  that  the  lepsia 
tfon  be  a mended  to  preclude  phone  calls  to  prospects  by 
representatives  of  athletics  interests.  The  committee _feete1 
„  : mnnrtant  element  of  Division  II  deregulation  etlorts  mas 
much  as  it  would  eliminate  the  need  for  extensive  momtonng  o 
ohone  calls  placed  by  boosters.  In  addition,  this  will  help  to  alle- 
vfate  concerns  of  improper  contact  and  inaccurate  information 
being  provided  to  prospects  by  nonathletics  staff  members. 

Action:  Adopted,  188-14-0. 


Intent*  To  set  June  15  immediately  preceding  the  prospect’s  senior 
Tear  in  high  school  as  the  first  permissible  date  for  contacts  and 
telephone  calls  in  all  Division  II  sports. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.01.6,  pages  75-76,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13  01.6  Time  Periods  for  Telephone  Calls  and  Contacts.  In  Divi¬ 
sions  I  and  II,  telephone  calls  or  in-person,  off-campus  recruit  g 
contacts  shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  or  the  prospects  rela¬ 
tes  or  legal  ^idians  prior  to  July  1  June  15  fSeptember  l  m 
Division  11  football  and  September  1  m /^TTiimedhitely 

football;  following  the  prospects  completion  o/immed mt  ly 
nrecedinc  the  prospect’s  junior  senior  year  in  high  school. 
Division  III  in-person,  off-campus  contacts  with  a  prospect  or  a 
ril.tives  or  legal  guardlarie)  may  not  I » '  . ““ 

thp  DrosDect  has  completed  the  junior  year  in  high  school.  In  Ui 
visions  f  and  II  football  and  basketball,  such  contacts  are  con¬ 
fined  L  specific  contact  periods.  In  all  Divisions  1  and  II  sports, 
tinie  periods  are  established  during  which  no  on-  or  off-campus 
contacts  are  permitted  (see  30.11  and  Figures  13-3  through  13- 

“13  01  6  2  Exception— Division  II  Football.  In  Division  II 
football,  one  telephone  call  to  a  prospect  [or  the  prospect  s 
relatives  or  legal  guardian(s)]  may  be  madedur™8  the 
month  of  May  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  m  high  school. 

“13  01.6.4  Exception— Division  II  Basketball.  In  the  sP°rts  of 
men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  one  telephone  call  to  a 
prospect  [or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardian(s)]  may 
be  made  on  or  after  June  21  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  ■  m 
high  school.  In  addition,  only  three  telephone  calls  to  a 
prospect  [or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardian(s)]  may 
be  made  during  the  month  of  July  following  the  prospecis 
junior  year  in  high  school,  with  no  more  than  one  telephone 
call  per  week” 
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B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.1.1,  pages  79-81,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.1.1.1  High-School  Prospects.  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  in-per- 
son,  off-campus  recruiting  contacts  shall  not  be  made  with  a 
prospect  or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or  legal  guardian(s)  prior  to 
July  1  following  June  15  immediately  preceding  the 
prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  senior  year  in  high  school. 
Telephone  calls  shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  [or  the 
prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardian(s)]  prior  to  July  1  (Septem¬ 
ber  1  in  Division  II  football  and  September  1  in  Divisions  I- A 
and  I-AA  football)  following  June  15  immediately  preceding 
the  prospect’s  completion  of  the  junior  senior  year  in  high 
school.  In  Division  III,  in-person,  off-campus  recruiting  contacts 
shall  not  be  made  with  a  prospect  or  the  prospect’s  relatives  or 
legal  guardian(s)  until  the  prospect  has  completed  the  junior 
year  in  high  school.  US.  service  academy  exceptions  to  this  pro¬ 
vision  are  set  forth  in  13.17.1. 

u  13.  LI  A. 2  Exception— Division  II  Football.  In  Division  I! 
football ,  one  telephone  call  may  be  made  during  the  month 
of  May  of  the  prospect's  junior  year  in  high  school. 
a13.LLL4  Exception — Division  II  Basketball.  In  the  sports 
of  men's  and  women's  basketball,  one  telephone  call  to  a 
prospect  [or  the  prospect's  parents  or  legal  guardian(s) ]  may 
be  made  on  or  after  June  21  of  the  prospect's  junior  year  in 
high  school.  In  addition ,  only  three  telephone  calls  to  a 
prospect  [or  the  prospect's  parents  or  legal  guardian(s)]  may 
be  made  during  the  month  of  July  following  the  prospect  s 
junior  year  in  high  school,  with  no  more  than  one  telephone 
call  per  week.” 

[13.1.1.3  through  13.1.2.9.2  unchanged.] 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.1,  pages  81-82,  as  follows: 

[Division  Ill 

« 13. 1.3.1  Time  Period  for  Telephone  Calls— General  Rule.  In 
sports  other  than  Divisions  I  and  II  football  and  Division  I  bas¬ 
ketball,  In  Division  II,  telephone  calls  to  a  prospect  [or  the 
prospect’s  relatives  or  legal  guardian(s)]  may  not  be  made  pnor 
to  July  1  following  the  completion  of  June  15  immediately 
preceding  the  prospect’s  junior  senior  year  in  high  school; 
thereafter,  staff  members  shall  not  make  such  telephone  calls 
more  than  once  per  week.  In  Division  II  football,  telephone 
contact  may  be  made  at  the  institution’s  discretion  dur¬ 
ing  a  contact  period.  If  more  than  one  call  per  week  occurs 
due  to  a  scheduled  official  paid  visit  that  subsequently  is  can¬ 
celed  by  the  prospect,  the  violation  shall  be  considered  an  insti¬ 
tutional  violation  per  2.8.1;  however,  it  shall  not  affect  the 
prospect’s  eligibility. 

U13A.3AA  Exception— Division  II  Football.  In  the  sport  of 
Division  II  football,  telephone  calls  to  a  prospect  [or  a 
prospect's  relatives  or  legal  guardian(s)]  may  not  be  made 
prior  to  August  15  following  the  completion  of  junior  year  in 
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high  school;  thereafter,  such  telephone  contact  is  limited  to 
once  per  week  outside  of  a  contact  period.  During  a  contact 
period,  such  telephone  contact  may  be  made  at  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  discretion. 

“13.1.3.1.3  Exception— Division  II  Basketball.  In  the  sports 
of  men’s  and  women’s  basketball,  one  telephone  call  to  a 
prospect  [or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardian(s)J  may 
be  made  on  or  after  June  21  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  m 
high  school.  In  addition,  only  three  telephone  calls  to  a 
prospect  [or  the  prospect’s  parents  or  legal  guardian(s)J  may 
be  made  during  the  month  of  July  following  the  prospects 
junior  year  in  high  school,  with  no  more  than  one  telephone 
call  per  week;  thereafter,  staff  members  shall  not  make  such 
telephone  calls  more  than  once  per  week." 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.2.2,  page  82,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13  1  3  2  2  Telephone  Calls  Initiated  by  Prospect  at  Prospect’s 
Expense.  Institutional  staff  members  may  receive  telephone 
calls  placed  by  a  prospect  at  the  prospect’s  own  expense  at  any 
time,  including  prior  to  July  1  (September  1  in  football)  follow¬ 
ing  June  15  immediately  preceding  the  prospect  s  junior  se¬ 
nior  year  in  high  school.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  a  result  of  the  Division  II  deregulation 
project.  The  committee  recommends  that  this  legislation  should 
be  amended  so  that  the  first  permissible  date  for  contacts  and 
telephone  calls  in  all  sports  be  June  15  immediately  Preceding 
the  prospect’s  senior  year  in  high  school.  Inasmuch  as  part  of  the 
deregulation  charge  is  to  simplify  application  of  legislation  and 
reduce  the  size  of  the  Division  II  Manual,  the  committee  feels  a 
common  date  for  contacting  prospects  should  exist  for  all  sports. 
This  would  simplify  the  application  of  recruiting  legislation  m 
Division  II  and  would  simplify  the  administrative  responsibility 
for  documenting  recruiting  activities.  This  should  alleviate  the 
need  for  future  proposals  to  continually  amend  the  dates  on  a 
sport-by-sport  basis. 

Action:  Adopted,  198-4-1. 


mnom 


Intent*  To  eliminate  the  restriction  on  the  number  of  evaluations  an 
institution  is  allowed  to  have  per  prospect  per  academic  year. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.9,  pages  84-86,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.1.9  Limitations  on  Number  of  Evaluations— -All  Sports— -Di¬ 
vision  II.  In  Division  II,  there  are  no  limitations  on  the 
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number  of  evaluations  an  institution  is  allowed  per 
prospect  per  academic  year.  In  sports  other  than  Division  I 
football,  basketball  and  ice  hockey,  institutional  staff  members 
shall  not  evaluate  a  prospect  on  more  than  four  occasions  dur¬ 
ing  the  academic  year  during  which  the  prospect  competes  or 
practices  on  any  team  (e.g.,  high-school  team,  all-star  team,  club 
team).  In  Divisions  I-A  and  l-AA  football  institutional  staff 
members  shall  be  limited  to  two  evaluations  during  the  academic 
year  during  which  the  prospect  competes  or  practices  on  any 
team.  Not  more  than  one  evaluation  may  be  used  during  the  / all 
evaluation  period  and  not  more  than  one  evaluation  may  be  used 
during  the  May  evaluation  period  per  Bylaw  30. 1 1.5.  In  Division 
I  basketball,  each  institution  shall  be  limited  to  five  recruiting 
opportunities  (contacts  and  evaluations  combined)  per  prospect 
and  not  more  than  three  of  the  five  opportunities  may  be  contacts. 
In  Division  I  ice  hockey,  each  institution  shall  be  limited  to  seven 
recruiting  opportunities  (contacts  and  evaluations  combined)  per 
prospect  and  not  more  than  three  of  the  seven  opportunities  may 
be  contacts . 

“13.1.9.1  Visit  (Without  Contact)  to  Prospect's  Educational 
Institution.  A  visit  (without  contact)  by  a  coaching  staff 
member  to  a  prospect's  educational  institution  counts  as  an 
evaluation  for  all  prospects  in  that  sport  at  that  educational 
institution. 

“13.1.9.1.1  Competition  Not  Involving  Educational  In¬ 
stitution  Visited.  A  member  institution  does  not  utilize 
an  evaluation  for  prospects  at  an  educational  institution 
if  the  coach  observes  competition  at  that  institution  be¬ 
tween  prospects  who  do  not  attend  that  institution. 
“13.1.9.2  Evaluations  Are  Sports  Specific .  The  limitation  in 
13  1  9  is  sports  specific;  therefore,  a  prospect  being  earnestly 
recruited  [see  15. 5. 7. 8.1  -(d)]  by  an  institution  in  more  than 
one  sport  may  be  evaluated  on  the  permissible  number  of  oc¬ 
casions  in  each  of  those  sports  during  the  academic  year. 
Evaluations  are  counted  against  the  sport  of  the  coach  mak¬ 
ing  the  evaluation. 

“13.1.9.2.1  Evaluations  in  Cross  Country  and  Track  and 
Field.  An  institution  is  limited  to  evaluating  a  prospect 
who  competes  in  any  or  all  of  the  sports  of  cross  country 
and  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field  on  not  more 
than  four  occasions  (combined)  during  the  prospects 
academic  year. 

“ 13.1.9.3  On  Same  Day.  Any  number  of  evaluations  or  obser¬ 
vations  made  during  the  same  calendar  day  (defined  as 
12:01  a.m.  to  midnight)  shall  count  as  one  evaluation. 
“13.1.9.5  Football  Evaluation  Exceptions 

“ 13.1.9.5.2  Limitations  on  the  Number  of  May  Evalua¬ 
tions.  In  the  sport  of  football,  institutional  staff  members 
shall  not  visit  a  prospect's  educational  institution  on 
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more  than  one  calendar  day  during  the  May  evaluation 
period . 

u13  19  6  Evaluations  in  Team  Sports.  In  team  sports ,  an  in¬ 
stitution  shall  utilize  an  evaluation  for  each  prospect  partici¬ 
pating  in  a  contest  observed  by  the  institution  s  coach. 

“  13. 1.9.8  Evaluations  in  Individual  Sports 

" 13.1.9,8.2  Division  II.  In  Division  II,  in  individual 
sports,  an  institution  shall  utilize  an  evaluation  for  each 
prospect  participating  at  any  time  on  a  given  day  in  a 
competition.  Thus,  an  institution's  coach  who  is  attend¬ 
ing  a  competition  in  an  individual  sport  (e.g.,  track 
meet,  swimming  meet,  tennis  match)  on  a  specific  day 
shall  utilize  an  evaluation  for  all  participants  m  the 
competition  on  that  day . 

a  13. 1.9.9  Observations.  Observing  a  contest  or  practice  dur¬ 
ing  the  academic  year  shall  count  as  one  of  the  permissible 
number  of  evaluations  (set  forth  in  13.1.9)  for  each  prospect 
in  the  contest  or  practice ,  even  if  a  contact  is  made  during 
the  same  day.  In  Division  I  football ,  such  observation  that 
occurs  during  a  permissible  contact  period  shall  count  only 
as  a  contact  per  13.02.3.1 . 

«  13.1.9.9.1  Tournament  Observations.  In  all  sports,  the 
evaluation  of  each  contest  in  a  tournament  held  during 
the  academic  year  shall  count  as  a  separate  evaluation 
except  as  follows: 

“(a)  Evaluation  of  multiple  contests  in  a  tournament 
that  occurs  on  consecutive  days  (and  normally  at 
the  same  site)  shall  count  as  a  single  evaluation. 

«( b)  Evaluation  of  multiple  contests  in  a  single  tier  of  a 
tournament  (e.g.,  sectional,  district,  regional)  shall 
count  as  a  single  observation.  If  a  particular  tier  of 
a  tournament  is  subdivided  into  identifiable  seg - 
meats  (e.g.,  conducted  on  different  weekends),  evalu¬ 
ation  of  contests  in  each  identifiable  segment  counts 
as  a  single  observation. 

«  13. 1.9.9. 1.1  Exception — Division  II  Basketball.  In 
Division  11  basketball,  evaluation  of  contests  in  the 
state  high-school  basketball  tournament  that  occurs 
within  the  state  in  which  the  member  institution  is 
located  shall  not  count  as  an  evaluation  for  any  of 
the  participating  prospects. 

« 13.1.9.9.2  Women's  Basketball — Olympic  Festival  Try¬ 
outs.  Evaluation  on  more  than  one  day  at  official  tryouts 
for  the  USA  Basketball  Olympic  Festival  conducted  dur¬ 
ing  a  permissible  evaluation  period  (see  30.11.4)  shall 
count  as  a  single  evaluation  for  women's  basketball. 

“13  1  9.10  Evaluations  /  Contact  at  Prospect's  Educational 
Institution.  In  sports  other  than  Division  I  football ,  if  a 
coach  makes  an  in-person  recruiting  contact  at  a  prospect  s 
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educational  institution,  all  evaluations  (other  than  obser¬ 
vations  of  practice  or  competition)  made  on  that  calendar 
day  at  the  prospect's  educational  institution  shall  not  count 
among  the  permissible  number  of  evaluations  (set  forth,  in 
13  1.9)  for  any  prospect  at  that  institution  in  the  applicable 
sport.  In  Division  I  football,  any  evaluation  activity  that 
occurs  during  a  permissible  contact  period  shall  count  only 
as  a  contact  per  13.02.3.1  and  13.02.6.1.1. 

“13.1.9.11  Open  Events  in  Which  College  Teams  Compete.  An 
institution  does  not  utilize  an  evaluation  if  the  institutions 
team  competes  in  an  open  meet  (e.g.,  track  meet)  in  which 
prospects  also  compete. 

“13  1  9  12  Evaluations  Subsequent  to  National  Letter  of  In¬ 
tent  Signing  or  Other  Written  Commitment.  Subsequent  to 
the  calendar  day  on  which  a  prospect  signs  a  National  Letter 
of  Intent,  there  shall  be  no  limit  on  the  number  of  evalua¬ 
tions  by  the  institution  with  which  the  prospect  has  signed. 
For  an  institution  that  does  not  utilize  the  National  Letter  of 
Intent,  there  shall  be  no  limit  on  the  number  of  evaluations 
with  the  prospect  subsequent  to  the  calendar  day  of  the 
prospect's  signed  acceptance  of  the  institution  s  written  offer 
of  admission  and  /  or  financial  aid. 

“13.1.9.13  Effect  of  Violation.  Violations  of  13.1.9  shall  be 
considered  institutional  violations  per  2.8.1,^  however,  tey 
shall  not  affect  the  prospective  student-athlete  s  eligibility. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)], 

Effective  Date:  August  1 ,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  is  a  result  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  dereg- 
ulation  project.  Current  Division  II  legislation  states  that  msti- 
tutional  staff  members  may  evaluate  the  academic  and/or  ath¬ 
letics  ability  of  a  prospect  at  a  site  off  the  institution  s  campus  a 
maximum  of  four  times  per  academic  year.  The  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  the  elimination  of  this  legislation.  The  committee 
feels  that  a  restriction  on  the  number  of  evaluations  is  not  a 
practical  concept  in  Division  II.  Once  an  institution  observes  a 
contest  involving  a  given  team  four  times  during  the  academic 
year,  the  institution  is  precluded  from  observing  any  future  con¬ 
tests  involving  that  team  during  that  year.  In  reality,  future 
evaluations  involving  this  team  may  very  well  be  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  evaluating  the  team’s  opponents.  Current  legislation 
prohibits  this  possibility  often  placing  undue  financial  and  trav¬ 
el  hardships  on  institutional  staff  members.  This  change  would 
allow  institutions  the  latitude  to  evaluate  a  team  (i.e.,  two-year 
college  or  high  school)  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  institu¬ 
tion  more  than  four  times  most  likely  for  the  purpose  of  evalu¬ 
ating  prospects  on  the  opposing  team.  This  would  not  cause 
undue  pressure  on  prospective  student-athletes  inasmuch  as 
contact  restrictions  would  still  apply.  In  addition,  the  definition 
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of  an  evaluation  and  the  existence  of  evaluation  periods  would 
remain  in  place. 


Action:  Adopted,  136-70-2. 


Intent:  To  eliminate  the  list  of  permissible  recruiting  materials  that 
a  Division  II  institution  may  provide  to  a  prospect. 


Bylaws:  Amend  13.4.1,  page  88-89,  as  follows. 

[Division  II] 

“13.4.1  Divisions  I  and  II— Printed  Recruiting  Materials.  A  Di- 
vision  1  or  Division  II  institution  may  not  provide  recruiting 
materials  to  a  prospect  (including  general  correspondence  relat¬ 
ed  to  athletics)  until  September  1  at  the  beginning  of  the 
prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school.  Member  institutions  are 
permitted  to  provide  only  the  printed  materials  listed  below  to 
prospects ,  coaches  of  prospects  or  any  other  individual  responsi¬ 
ble  for  teaching  or  directing  an  activity  in  which  a  prospect  is  in - 
valued .  A  member  institution  is  not  permitted  to  provide 
prospects  with  any  recruiting  materials  not  listed  below  (eg, 
films ,  videotapes ,  original  newspaper  clippings  in  Division  J)  Vi¬ 
olations  of  this  bylaw  shall  be  considered  institutional  violations 
per  2.8.1;  however,  they  shall  not  affect  the  prospective  student- 
athlete's  eligibility. 

“(a)  Correspondence .  General  correspondence ,  including  tetter$ 
and  nos f cards  issued  by  the  US.  postal  service  (i.e.,  blank 
cards)  and  institutional  note  cards  may  be  sent  to  a  prospect 
only  by  mail .  In  Division  I,  attachments  to  general  corre¬ 
spondence  may  include  materials  printed  on  plain  white 
paper  with  black  ink .  In  Divisions  DA  and  DAA  football,  the 
content  of  all  general  recruiting  correspondence  to  prospects 
(or  prospects'  parents  or  legal  guardians)  must  be  prepared 
by  the  head  coach  or  one  of  the  full-time  assistant  coaches .  In 
addition,  restricted-earnings  coaches,  which  in  the  sport  of 
football  are  permissible  only  in  Division  I-AA  and  at  the  na¬ 
tional  service  academies  in  Division  I-A,  may  prepare  such 
correspondence . 

u(b)  Business  Cards.  Business  cards  may  be  provided  to  a 
prospect .  (Adopted:  1114197) 

-(c)  Camp  Brochures.  Camp  brochures  may  be  provided  to  a 
prospect  Information  contained  in  camp  brochures  must  re¬ 
late  specifically  to  camp  events  and  activities  (as  opposed  to 
information  that  may  not  be  provided  to  prospects).  [Note: 
These  brochures  may  be  provided  to  a  prospect  prior  to 
September  1  at  the  beginning  of  the  prospects  junior  year  in 
high  school  J  (Revised:  1/141 97) 

u(d)  Electronic  Transmissions — Divisions  I  and  II.  Facsimiles 
and  electronic  mail  may  be  sent  to  a  prospect. 
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“ (e)  NCAA  Educational  Information.  An  institution  may 

educational  information  published  by  the  NCAA  (eg.,  NCAA 
Guide  for  the  College-Bound  Student- Athlete).  [Note.  This 
information  may  be  provided  to  a  prospect  prior  to  Septem¬ 
ber  1  at  the  beginning  of  the  prospect’s  junior  year  m  high 
school.] 

“(f)  Newspaper  Clippings— Division  II  Only .  Newspaper  clip¬ 
pings  may  be  sent  to  a  prospect ,  but  may  not  be  assembled  in 
any  form  of  scrapbook. 

“(g)  Preenrollment  Information .  Any  necessary  preenrollment  in¬ 
formation  regarding  orientation,  conditioning,  academics 
and  practice  activities  may  be  sent  to  a  prospect ,  provided 
the  prospect  has  signed  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  or  has 
been  officially  accepted  for  enrollment  by  the  member  insti¬ 
tution.  (Revised:  1/9/96) 

“(h)  Programs.  Game  programs  (which  may  not  include  posters) 
may  be  provided  to  prospects  only  during  official  and  unoffi¬ 
cial  recruiting  visits  and  may  not  be  mailed . 
u(i)  Publications  (Athletics).  An  institution  may  produce  either  a 
recruiting  brochure  or  media  guide  (but  not  both)  in  each 
sport  it  sponsors  and  provide  it  to  a  prospect.  The  publica - 
tion  may  have  only  one  color  of  printing  inside  the  covers. 

“(j)  Publications  (Nonathletics)  Available  to  All  Students.  Offi¬ 
cial  academic,  admissions  and  student-services  publications 
published  by  the  institution  and  available  to  all  students 
may  be  provided  to  prospects. 

“(k)  Questionnaires.  Questionnaires  may  be  provided  to  a 
prospect.  [Note:  These  questionnaires  may  be  provided  to  a 
prospect  prior  to  September  1  at  the  beginning  of  the 
prospect’s  junior  year  in  high  school.] 

“(1)  Schedule  Cards.  One  wallet-size  playing  schedule  card  per 
sport . 

“(m)Student-Athlete  Handbook.  One  student-athlete  handbook, 
describing  the  institution’s  athletics  department  policies  gov¬ 
erning  the  conduct  of  student-athletes,  may  be  provided  to  a 
prospect  during  official  and  unofficial  recruiting  visits  or 
may  be  mailed  once  the  prospect  has  signed  a  National  Let¬ 
ter  of  Intent  or  has  been  accepted  for  enrollment  by  the  mem¬ 
ber  institution.  The  handbook  may  contain  only  one  color  of 
printing  throughout  the  publication,  including  the  cover. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  is  a  result  of  the  Division  II  deregulation  project. 
The  committee  recommends  deletion  of  the  list  of  permissible 
recruiting  materials.  The  committee  advocates  retaining  he 
initial  date  for  providing  these  materials.  The  committee  feels 
that  Division  II  institutional  athletic  budgets  provide  an 
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printed  material  developed  by  the ^institution ^recrujW^ 

crative  and  excessive”  printed  materials. 

Action:  Adopted,  156-52-3.  muujj 

sions  are  provided  during  unofficial  visits. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.7.5.2,  page  94,  as  follows. 

[Division  III 

“13.7.5  Entertainment/Tickets  on  Official  Visit  _  .  , 

“13  7  5  2  Complimentary  Admissions.  During  the 
visit  a  mSm  of  three  complimentary  admissions  to  a 
carnpus'athletics  event  in  which  the  mstitution  s  in^er 
collegiate  team  practices  or  competes  may  be  Pr0V1 
.v  nrosnect.  Such  complimentary  admissions  are 
of  the  »™p~« I  *J« 

sa  ssxtssr"  sssj-* 

BSss.a'SSiass* 

*  fnr  the  nrosnect  or  the  prospect's  parents  [or  legal 
value  of  the  excessive  admissions  is  $25  or  less,  t e  e  vgi 

the  time  the  institution  has  knowledge  of  the  receipt  of  th 

S.P^Sse  vidations 

per  2.8.1,  and  documentation  of  the  individual  s  repayme 
shall  be  forwarded  to  the  enforcement  stall. 

[13.7.5.2.1  through  13.7.5.2.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 
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Rationale:  This  proposal  is  a  result  of  the  NCAA  Division  II  deregu- 
^  lation  project.  The  Legislation  Committee  recommends  an 
amendment  to  the  current  legislation  so  that  complimentary  ad¬ 
missions  on  official  and  unofficial  visits  are  administered  consis¬ 
tently.  The  committee  feels  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  distinguish 
between  official  and  unofficial  visits  related  to  the  provision  o 
complimentary  admissions.  This  proposal  would  make  it  permis¬ 
sible  to  provide  three  complimentary  admissions  to  a  campus 
athletics  event  for  prospects  on  both  official  and  unofficial  vis¬ 
its.  These  complimentary  admissions  would  be  for  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  prospect  and  those  persons  accompanying  the 
prospect  on  the  visit.  Current  legislation  would  continue  to  con¬ 
trol  provision  of  entertainment  to  high  school  and  two-yea 
lege  coaches. 

Action:  Adopted,  200-1-0. 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  provide  one  tryout  per  prospect 
per  institution  per  sport. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.12.2.1,  pages  100-101,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.12.2.1  Division  II  Tryouts.  A  Division  II  member  institution 
may  conduct  a  tryout  of  a  prospect  only  on  its  campus  or  a  a 
site  at  which  it  normally  conducts  practice  or  competition  and 
only  under  the  following  conditions  (see  17.02.12  for  tryou  s  o 
currently  enrolled  students): 

“(a)  No  more  than  one  tryout  per  prospect  per  institution  per 
sport  shall  be  permitted;” 

[13.12.2.1-(b)  through  13.12.2.1-(g)  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  is  a  result  of  the  Division  II  deregulation  project 
Under  the  current  Division  II  tryout  legislation  only  one  tryout 
per  prospect  per  institution  is  permitted.  This  proposal  will  per¬ 
mit  an  institution  to  provide  one  tryout  per  prospect  per  institu¬ 
tion  per  sport.  This  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  deregulate 
concept  inasmuch  as  this  modification  would  eliminate  book¬ 
keeping”  necessary  to  “track”  the  tryout  activities  of  multisport 
prospective  student-athletes. 

Action:  Adopted,  202-2-2.  ^  ^ 
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Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  make  unlimited  telephone  calls 
to  prospective  student-athletes  subsequent  to  the  calendar  day 
on  which  the  prospect  has  signed  the  institution  s  written  offer 
of  admission  or  financial  aid,  even  if  the  institution  subscribes  to 
the  National  Letter  of  Intent  program. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.3.3.3,  page  82,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“13  1  3.3.3  Telephone  Calls  Subsequent  to  National  Letter  of  In- 
tent  Signing  or  Other  Written  Commitment  Offer  of  Admission 
or  Financial  Aid.  Subsequent  to  the  calendar  day  on  which  a 
prospect  signs  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  or  written  offer  of 
admission  or  financial  aid,  there  shall  be  no  limit  on  the 
number  of  telephone  calls  by  the  institution  with  which  the 
prospect  has  signed.  For  an  institution  not  utilizing  the  National 
Letter  of  Intent  in  a  particular  sport,  there  shall  be  no  limit  on 
the  number  of  telephone  calls  to  a  prospect,  the  prospects  rela¬ 
tives  or  legal  guardian(s)  by  that  institution  subsequent  o 
calendar  day  in  which  the  prospect  signs  acceptance  of  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  written  offer  of  admission  and/or  financial  aid.. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Many  prospective  student-athletes,  both  recruited  and 
nonrecruited,  have  committed  to  an  institution  and  intend  to 
“walk-on”  to  an  athletics  team,  but  have  not  signed  a  National 
Letter  of  Intent.  Under  current  recruiting  rules,  institutions  are 
still  subject  to  limits  on  the  number  of  telephone  calls  that  can 
be  made  to  such  prospects.  This  proposal  would  permit  i m  insti¬ 
tution  to  call  committed  prospects  who  have  signed  the -institu¬ 
tion's  written  offer  of  admission  or  financial  aid  on  the  same 
basis  as  they  call  those  prospects  who  have  signed  a  National 
Letter  of  Intent. 

Action:  Defeated. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  the  arrangement  of  employment  by  an  in¬ 
stitution  for  a  two-year  college  prospect  shall  be  permitted 
only  if  the  prospect  has  officially  withdrawn  from  or  has 
completed  requirements  for  graduation  at  the  two-year  col¬ 
lege. 
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Bylaws:  Amend  13.2.4.1  by  adding  new  13.2.4.1.1,  page  87,  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.2.4.1.1  Two-Year  College  Prospects.  Once  a  prospect 
has  enrolled  as  a  full-time  student  in  a  two-year  college, 
the  arrangement  of  employment  by  an  institution  for 
such  a  prospect  shall  be  permitted,  provided  the  employ¬ 
ment  does  not  begin  prior  to  the  time  period  in  which  the 
prospect  has  officially  withdrawn  from  or  has  completed 
requirements  for  graduation  at  the  two-year  college. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  Under  current  legislation,  an  institution  is  permitted  to 
arrange  employment  for  a  prospect  that  begins  subsequent  to 
completion  of  the  prospect's  senior  year  in  high  school.  Thus,  in¬ 
stitutions  currently  are  permitted  to  arrange  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  prospects  who  attend  two-year  colleges,  including 
nonqualifiers  or  partial  qualifiers  who  failed  to  satisfy  the  mini* 
mum  initial-eligibility  requirements  upon  graduation  from  high 
school.  The  arrangement  of  employment  opportunities  tor 
prospects  currently  enrolled  at  two-year  colleges  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  an  improper  offer  and  inducement,  inasmuch  as  it  cre¬ 
ates  unnecessary  pressure  for  institutions  to  arrange  for  employ¬ 
ment  opportunities  in  an  effort  to  persuade  the  prospect  to 
attend  the  member  institution.  Consistent  with  the  current  reg¬ 
ulation  that  relates  to  high-school  prospects,  once  a  prospect  en¬ 
rolls  as  a  full-time  student  at  a  two-year  college,  the  arrange¬ 
ment  for  employment  should  be  permissible  only  it  the 
employment  does  not  start  until  such  time  as  the  prospect  has 
withdrawn  from  or  has  completed  requirements  for  graduation 
at  the  two-year  college. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  produce  and  show  electronically 
stored  information  to  a  prospect  and  his  or  her  coach,  as  speci¬ 


fied. 


Bylaws:  Amend  13.4.2  by  adding  new  13.4.2.3,  pages  89-90,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  II] 

“13.4.2.3  Electronic  Information.  An  institution  may  pro¬ 
duce  and  show  electronically  stored  information  about 
the  institution  to  a  prospect  or  the  prospect's  coach  but 
may  not  send  it  or  leave  it  with  the  prospect  or  coach.  In¬ 
formation  may  include  still  photos  and  printed  text  that 
is  electronically  stored  and  delivered,  and  relates  direct- 
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ly  to  a  particular  institution^d  city.  F^hen  the 
ed  text  shall  cover  only  infoiroation  pertaim  ^ 
stitution’s  student  ser^®.*®’  .  basic  information  pertain- 

Sourc^NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  W— " 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Fff**ctive  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  MostinBtitutlon^have^^b^itesTpdaythatare^avmltdde 

net  access. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  that  hosts^an  NCAA 

SSlS  ?l53SS~lPon.oh  Jnd/or  his  or  ho,  educnti.nnl 
[Division  II]  A 

„1„  d  -  o  NCAA  or  Conference  Championship  Posters.  An 
13.4.5.3  WtAA  aa  or  conference  championship 

«o°»J  iw&T.  no.  permissible  to  send  snob  n 

SoJ^‘ NCMra~onClI President. Council  (Management C.undl 
(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Fffpctive  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale: Bnde^curwit legisladon  'tda peimissiblejor^animum- 

satss^?^a-s iffssjsisati: 

rectly  to  prospects,  their  coaches  an  conference  champi- 

tutions.  Institutions  hosting  an i  NCAA  o  ^®n  event  through 

onship  may  provide  info^  ^n  ®  ^  lnstitution  that  is  host- 
general  correspondence.  to  produce  a  poster 

Sfp'roSon1 “o“S“ .enTand  potentially  increase  atmndanco 
F  _ Itgizlative  Proposals 


by  the  general  public.  However^m  Puerto n™i^peraiissible  for 

2SJSSE,"  iSTSSV*-  *«*  - prospective  stu- 

dent-athletes. 

Action:  Adopted. 


m 


*^Tr-  Vi  - -  r  ,  i 

Intent:  To  permit  a  pros^CtJ^  dur- 

guardian(s)]  or  spouse  to  rece  p  ,  0ff.Campus  regular- 

&  »"  “SemnSs"  £3dri  (SSStf  K  oonte't  is  locaUd 
SSS  a  Tmfle  Sta  of  the  institution's  campus. 

Bylaw.,  Amend  13.7.5.2  by  (“6*  94’  ' 

y  bering  subsequent  sections,  as  follow  . 

[Division  II] 

j^rD^^rrc^ementOounwl 

(Legislation  Committee)]. 

Fffpctive  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

^onale^mplimen....— S£S£p£Zi$. 

aiesrsasrS Bszssstsssz 

on  official  visits,  complimentary  t  legislation,  a  prospect 

campus  athletics ^fcJSStaS,  contei.  using  Ih. 
can  purchase  a  ticket  to  an  on  y  of  the  competition  is 

entertainment  •?«“*  Th“  pre£».l  would  per- 

within  Ih.  perm™** '°0'r"h.er  S  rent  (or legal  guardians  or 
mit  a  prospect  and  his  ornwp  var_sea8on  home  compe- 

SSriSiHfsii »  us.  hi.  or  hor  ent.rtmnm.nt  allowance. 
Action:  Adopted.  — 


Intent:  To  permit  coaches dn  •^m°eirt™no“2homsUc.based 

xssnzss ■arysss.^ « ,he  nintb 

grade. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.12.1.4,  page  100,  as  follows:  _  ^ 
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[Division  II] 

“13  12  1.4  Nonscholastic-Based  Basketball.  In  Divisions  I< and  II, 
a  member  of  an  institution’s  coaching  staff  may  not  participate 
in  coaching  activities  involving  nonscholastic-based  basketball 
teams,  regardless  of  the  age  or  gender  of  the  participants  in¬ 
volved  in  such  teams.  In  Division  II,  a  member  of  an  institu¬ 
tion’s  coaching  staff  may  not  participate  m  coaching 
activities  involving  nonscholastic-based  basketball 
teams,  if  any  of  the  participants  is  of  prospect  age  or 
older  (i.e.,  ninth  grade  or  above).  In  addition,  in  Divisions  I 
and  II,  coaching  staff  members  may  not  participate  on  such 
teams  that  include  individuals  with  eligibility  remaining  or  that 
include  individuals  of  prospect  age  or  younger.  In  Division  Ill,  a 
member  of  an  institution’s  coaching  staff  may  not  participate  m 
coaching  activities  involving  AAU  basketball  teams,  regardless 
of  the  age  or  gender  of  the  participants  involved  in  such  teams. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid-America  Intercollegiate  Athletics  As¬ 
sociation;  all  members  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Athletic  Conferenc  , 
Abilene  Christian  University;  Angelo  State  University;  Cameron 
University;  University  of  Central  Oklahoma;  Eastern  New  Mexi¬ 
co  University;  Harding  University;  Midwestern  State  Universi¬ 
ty  Northwestern  State  University;  Ouachita  Baptist  University, 
Southeastern  Oklahoma  State  University;  Southwestern  Okla¬ 
homa  State  University;  Tarleton  State  University.  Texas  A&M 
University-Commerce;  Texas  A&M  Umversity-Kingsville;  and 
West  Texas  A&M  University. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  Legislation  currently  precludes  a  member  of  an  institu¬ 
tion’s  coaching  staff  from  being  involved  in  coaching  activities  of 
a  nonscholastic-based  basketball  team  regardless  of  the  age  of 
the  participants.  In  other  sports,  coaches  (full-time,  part-time, 
graduate  or  volunteer)  can  coach  youth  teams,  up  through  high 
School  per  Bylaw  13.12.2.4  (Local  Sports  Clubs).  Basketball 
should  be  treated  in  a  similar  fashion  by  permitting  coaches  to 
be  involved  in  coaching  activities  with  local  youth  teams,  provid¬ 
ing  the  participants  have  not  entered  the  ninth  grade. 

Council/Committee  Positions  (Division  II  Presidents  Council 
and  Legislation  Committee):  The  Council  and  committee  sup- 
port  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


ELIGIBILITY 


Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.7.1.2,  page  123,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“14.2.7.1.2  Application  Deadline .  The  institution  shall  submit  its 
request  for  a  waiver  not  later  than  60  days  from  the  date  on 
which  the  institution  first  has  knowledge  that  the  student -athlete 
competed  while  ineligible  ” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately* 

Rationale:  The  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement  Committee  believes 
that  the  current  legislation  punishes  the  student-athlete  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  error  on  the  part  of  the  member  institution.  The 
elimination  of  a  deadline  allows  the  institution  to  submit  such  a 
waiver  at  anytime  after  the  institution  discovers  the  student- 
athlete  competed  while  ineligible. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS 


Intent:  To  permit  teams  from  the  Mid-America  Intercollegiate  Ath¬ 
letics  Association  and  the  Northern  Sun  Intercollegiate  Confer¬ 
ence  to  participate  in  the  Mineral  Water  Bowl  and  to  exempt 
such  participation  from  the  limitations  governing  the  permissi¬ 
ble  number  of  contests. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.10.4,  pages  224-225,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  football  only] 

[17.10.4.1  and  17.10.4.2  unchanged:] 

“17.10,4.3  Mineral  Water  Bowl  Restrictions.  All  members 
of  the  Mid-America  Intercollegiate  Athletics  Association 
and  the  Northern  Sun  Intercollegiate  Conference  shall 
participate  in  the  Division  II  Football  Championship,  if 
eligible  and  selected  for  participation.  In  addition,  mem¬ 
bers  of  those  conferences  that  participate  in  the  Division 
II  Football  Championship  shall  not  participate  in  the 
Mineral  Water  Bowl  during  the  same  year.” 

[17.10.4.3  renumbered  as  17.10.4,4,  unchanged.] 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.10.5.2,  pages  226-227,  as  follows: 

[Division  II  football  only] 

“17.10.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  foot¬ 
ball  contests  shall  exclude  the  following  (see  Figure  17-13): 
[17.10.5.2-(a)  through  17.10.5.2-(d)  unchanged.] 
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“(e)  Mineral  Water  Bowl.  Participation  in  the  Mineral 
Water  Bowl  held  between  representatives  of  the  Mid- 
America  Intercollegiate  Athletics  Association  and  the 
Northern  Sun  Intercollegiate  Conference.’' 
[17.10.5,2-(e)  through  17.10.5.2-(r)  relettered  as  17.10.5.2-(0 
through  17.10.5.2-(s),  unchanged.] 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Mid -America  Intercollegiate  Athletics 
Association  and  all  members  of  the  Northern  Sun  Intercollegiate 
Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  proposed  legislation  would  afford  a  representative 
from  the  Mid-America  Intercollegiate  Athletics  Association  and 
a  representative  from  the  Northern  Sun  Intercollegiate  Confer¬ 
ence  to  participate  in  a  postseason  bowl  game.  All  members  of 
both  conferences  would  continue  to  participate  in  the  NCAA  Di¬ 
vision  II  Football  Championship,  if  eligible  and  selected  for  par¬ 
ticipation.  This  game  would  involve  only  teams  not  selected  for 
the  Division  II  football  playoffs.  This  legislation  is  modeled  after 
the  Pioneer  Bowl,  which  matches  teams  from  the  Central  Inter¬ 
collegiate  Athletic  Association  and  the  Southern  Intercollegiate 
Athletic  Conference. 

Committee  Position  (Division  II  Championships  Committee): 

The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  permit  a  Division  II  institution  in  the  sport  of  women’s 
lacrosse  to  engage  in  17  dates  of  competition  during  the  champi¬ 
onship  segment  and  five  dates  of  competition  during  another 
segment. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.14.5.1,  page  236,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“17.14.5.1  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  In  all  divisions, 
a  member  institution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with 
outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  lacrosse  during  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  lacrosse  playing  season  to  17  dates  of  competition  in  men's 
lacrosse  and  Divisions  II  and  III  women's  lacrosse,  and  17  dates 
of  competition  during  the  segment  in  which  the  NCAA  champi¬ 
onship  is  conducted  and  five  dates  of  competition  during  another 
segment  in  Divisions  I  and  II  women’s  lacrosse,  except  for  those 
dates  of  competition  excluded  under  17.14.5.2  and  17.14.5.6.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.14.5.1.2,  pages  236-237,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“17.14.5.1.2  Maximum  Limitations — Student- Athlete.  An  indi¬ 
vidual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic  year  in 
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not  more  than  17  dates  of  competition  in  men’s  lacrosse  and  Di¬ 
visions  II  and  III  women’s  lacrosse,  and  17  dates  of  competition 
during  the  segment  in  which  the  NCAA  championship  is  con¬ 
ducted  and  five  dates  of  competition  during  another  segment  in 
Divisions  I  and  II  women’s  lacrosse.  This  limitation  includes 
those  contests  in  which  the  student  represents  the  institution  in 
accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of 
the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution. 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Northeast- 10  Conference  and  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Pennsylvania  State  Athletic  Conference. 


Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  proposal  would  allow  NCAA  Division  II  institutions 
to  provide  the  same  participation  opportunities  during  the  non¬ 
championship  segment  in  women’s  lacrosse  that  currently  apply 
for  Division  11  field  hockey,  men’s  and  women’s  soccer,  women  s 
volleyball  and  Division  I  women  s  lacrosse.  Division  II  has  a 
guaranteed  berth  in  the  National  Collegiate  Women’s  Lacrosse 
Championship.  This  proposal  would  enhance  the  opportunity  for 
participation  in  and  preparation  for  Division  II  lacrosse  pro¬ 
grams  competing  for  a  position  in  a  National  Collegiate  Women  s 
Lacrosse  Championship  against  primarily  Division  I  programs. 

Council/Committee  Positions  (Division  II  Presidents  Council 
and  Championships  Committee):  The  Council  supports  this 
proposal.  The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  an  institution  that  is  a  member  of  a  confer¬ 
ence  that  conducts  its  only  conference  championship  in  tennis 
during  the  fall  may  commence  practice  August  24  or  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  first  day  of  classes,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.24.2  by  adding  new  17.24.2.1,  page  262,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


[Division  II] 

“17.24.2.1  Exception — Division  II.  An  institution  that  is  a 
member  of  a  conference  that  conducts  its  only  conference 
championship  during  the  fall  may  commence  practice 
August  24  or  the  institution’s  first  day  of  classes, 
whichever  is  earlier.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Great  Lakes  Intercollegiate  Athletic 
Conference  and  all  members  of  the  Northeast- 10  Conference. 


Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  When  legislation  was  adopted  January  14,  1997,  to  set 
September  7  or  the  institution’s  first  day  of  class  as  the  date 
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when  preseason  practice  in  the  sport  of  tennis  can  commence, 
there  was  no  consideration  for  those  conferences  that  conduct 
their  only  conference  championship  in  the  fall.  This  exception 
would  not  penalize  those  institutions  that  begin  classes  on  or 
after  September  7. 

Committee  Position  (Division  II  Championships  Committee): 
The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  an  institution  that  is  a  member  of  a  confer¬ 
ence  that  conducts  its  only  conference  championship  in  tennis 
during  the  fall  may  conduct  its  first  contest  or  practice  match 
with  outside  competition  September  1  or  the  preceding  Friday  if 
September  1  falls  on  a  Saturday  or  Sunday. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.24.3  by  adding  new  17.24.3.1,  page  262,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  II] 

“17.24.3.1  Exception — Division  II.  An  institution  that  is  a 
member  of  a  conference  that  conducts  its  only  conference 
championship  during  the  fall  may  conduct  its  first  con¬ 
test  or  practice  match  with  outside  competition  Septem¬ 
ber  1  or  the  preceding  Friday  if  September  1  falls  on  a 
Saturday  or  Sunday.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Great  Lakes  Intercollegiate  Athletic 
Conference  and  ail  members  of  the  Northeast- 10  Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  some  areas  of  the  country,  it  is  more  advantageous  to 
conduct  conference  championships  in  tennis  during  the  fall.  An 
earlier  start  to  the  season  would  allow  the  schedule  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  before  inclement  weather  occurs.  Most  Division  II  institu¬ 
tions  do  not  have  the  luxury  of  indoor  tennis  facilities. 

Committee  Position  (Division  II  Championships  Committee): 
The  committee  took  no  position  on  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted. 


DiyjSIGI$iRM 


Intent:  To  permit  the  Division  II  Management  Council,  upon  recom¬ 
mendation  from  the  Division  II  Membership  Committee,  to 
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waive  one  year  of  the  four-year  provisional  membership  period, 
if  an  institution  transfers  its  provisional  membership  from  Divi¬ 
sion  III  or  Division  I  to  Division  II. 

Constitution:  Amend  3. 6. 1.2  by  adding  new  3.6. 1.2.2,  page  17,  as 
follows: 

[Division  II] 

“3.6. 1,2.2  Transfer  of  Provisional  Membership  from  Divi¬ 
sion  I  or  III  to  Division  II.  The  Division  II  Management 
Council  may  waive  one  year  of  the  four-year  provisional 
membership  period  if  an  institution  transfers  its  provi¬ 
sional  membership  from  Division  I  or  III  to  Division  II. 
The  institution  shall  serve  a  minimum  of  four  total  years 
of  provisional  membership  before  being  considered  for 
active  membership.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  During  the  first  two  years  of  provisional  membership,  in¬ 
stitutions  are  educated  regarding  the  requirements  for  active 
membership  in  the  division  that  the  institution  has  selected. 
During  the  educational  segment  of  provisional  membership, 
some  institutions  that  initially  sought  Division  I  or  III  member¬ 
ship  discover  that  they  are  better  suited  for  Division  II  member¬ 
ship.  When  such  circumstances  occur,  the  provisional  member 
transferring  from  Division  1  or  III  into  Division  II  should  be  af¬ 
forded  the  opportunity  to  do  so  without  being  required  to  begin 
the  four-year  provisional  membership  process  again. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  establish  a  three-year  notification  period  for  institutions 
that  intend  to  reclassify  from  Division  II  to  Division  III;  further, 
to  exclude  those  institutions  that  have  forwarded  such  notice  to 
the  national  office  from  eligibility  for  any  Division  II  champi¬ 
onship  and  from  service  on  Division  II  committees. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  20.5.2.1,  page  302,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“20.5.2.1  Reclassification  from  Division  II  to  Division  I  or 
III — Notification  Requirement.  The  chief  executive  officer  of  a 
Division  II  member  that  intends  to  petition  for  reclassification  to 
Division  I  or  III  per  20.5.2.2  shall  submit  to  the  Association's 
president  written  notice  of  the  institution's  intention  to  reclassi¬ 
fy.  The  notice  shall  be  received  in  the  national  office  (by  mail  or 
wired  transmission)  not  later  than  June  1  two  years  prior  to  the 
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September  1  when  the  institution  intends  to  reclassify  to  Divi¬ 
sion  I  and  not  later  than  June  1  three  years  prior  to  the 
September  1  when  the  institution  intends  to  reclassify  to 
Division  III.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  20.5.3. 1,  page  303,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“20  5  3  1  Reclassification  from  Division  II  to  Division  I  or  IIL  A 
member  of  Division  II  that  has  forwarded  to  the  national  office 
written  notice  of  its  intention  to  change  ^/"^“bership  classifi¬ 
cation  to  Division  I  or  m  per  20.5.2.1  or  that  has  Petitioned  to 
reclassify  to  Division  I  per  20.5.2.1.1  no  longer  shall  be  eligible 
to  participate  in  any  subsequent  Division  II  NCAA 
onship  and  no  longer  shah  be  eligible  to  receive  Division  II  En- 
hancement  Fund  proceeds  ” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  21.7.1.1  by  adding  new  21.7.1.1.3,  page  318,  as 
follows: 

[Division  II] 

“21,7.1.1.3  Reclassification  from  Division  D  to  Division  IIL 
If  a  committee  member’s  institution  has  forwarded  to  the 
national  office  written  notice  of  its  intention  to  change 
its  membership  classification  to  Division  UI  per  20.5.2.1, 
that  individual  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  on  any  Dm- 
sion  II  committee.” 

D.  Bylaws:  Amend  31.3,3.6,  page  353,  as  follows. 

[Division  II] 

“31  3  3  6  Exclusion  of  Institution  Reclassifying  from  Division  II 
to  Division  I  or  Division  III.  In  all  sports,  any  Division  II  insti¬ 
tution  that  has  forwarded  to  the  national  office  written  notice  of 
its  intention  to  change  its  membership  classification  to  Divis 
I  or  III  per  20.5.2.1  or  that  has  petitioned  to  reclassify  to  Divi¬ 
sion  I  per  20.5.2.1.1  no  longer  shall  be  eligible  to  participate  in 
any  subsequent  Division  II  NCAA  championship. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000  (for  any  institution  that  begins  its 
three-year  reclassification  compliance  period  September  1, 
2000). 

Rationale:  Currently,  a  Division  II  institution  that  wish®3  to  reclas¬ 
sify  to  Division  III  must  only  inform  the  national  office  June  1 
prior  to  the  September  1  in  which  it  wishes  to  become  a  Division 
III  member.  Further,  such  an  institution  remains  eligible  for  Di 
vision  II  championships  during  the  reclassification  compliance 
period.  However,  in  order  to  meet  the  redassification  require¬ 
ments,  the  Division  II  institution  must  have  complied  with  Divi¬ 
sion  III  legislation  for  three  years  prior  to  reclassification.  In 
this  regard,  since  these  institutions  are  applying  Division  III 
legislation  and  focused  on  transitioning  to  Division  III,  the  mat  - 
tution  should  not  be  eligible  for  selection  for  Division  II  champi- 
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onships  during  this  time  period,  and  staff  members  from  the  in¬ 
stitution  should  be  excluded  from  service  on  Division  II  commit¬ 
tees. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  prohibit  institutional  staff  members  and  student-athletes 
from  serving  on  Division  II  committees  when  the  individual’s  in¬ 
stitution  has  forwarded  to  the  national  office  intent  to  reclassify 
to  Division  I. 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.7.1.1  by  adding  21.7.1.1.3,  page  318,  as  follows: 

[Division  II] 

“21.7.1.1.3  Reclassification  from  Division  II  to  Division  I.  If  a 
committee  member’s  institution  has  forwarded  to  the  na¬ 
tional  office  written  notice  of  its  intention  to  change  its 
membership  classification  to  Division  I,  per  20.5.2.1,  that  in¬ 
dividual  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  on  any  Division  II 
committee.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  II  Presidents  Council  [Management  Council 
(Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000  (for  any  institution  that  begins  its 
two-year  reclassification  compliance  period  September  1,  2000). 

Rationale:  The  NCAA  Division  II  Membership  Committee  believes 
when  a  Division  II  institution  forwards  its  intent  to  reclassify  to 
Division  I,  individuals  from  the  institution  should  no  longer 
serve  on  Division  II  committees.  These  personnel  are,  at  that 
time,  focused  on  Division  I  issues  and  completing  the  transition 
to  Division  I.  This  doesn’t  make  it  possible  for  such  individuals 
to  contribute  effectively  to  conducting  the  committee’s  business. 
The  committee  believes,  that  in  the  best  interest  of  the  division, 
committee  service  should  be  restricted  to  personnel  from  Divi¬ 
sion  II  institutions  and  should  not  extend  to  personnel  from  re¬ 
classifying  institutions. 

Action:  Adopted. 


DIVISION  m  LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSALS 

The  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  has  determined  that  it 
will  deal  primarily  with  those  national  issues  in  Division  III  athletics 
that  prompt  widespread  concern  among  Division  III  chief  executive 
officers. 

Legislative  proposals  developed  by  the  Division  III  Management 
Council  or  by  Division  III  committees  reporting  to  it  must  be  submitted 
to  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council  for  review.  They  cannot  be 
placed  on  the  agenda  for  consideration  at  the  Convention  unless  the 
Presidents  Council  agrees  to  sponsor  them .  This  procedure  was 
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established  to  affirm  presidential  control  of  intercollegiate  athletics  in 

DWThenDidsion  III  Presidents  Council  has  identified  those  P^P0^ls 
that  it  believes  are  of  particular  interest  to  Division  III  chief  executive 
officers  and  has  included  them  in  the  Presidents  Council  grouping  1 
should  be  noted,  however,  that  inclusion  of  proposals  m  thf  f  ^e^9 
Council  grouping  does  not  necessarily  constitute  a  position  by  t  e 
Division  III  Presidents  Council  for  or  against  a  proposal.  The  only 

proposals  officially  sponsored  by  the  ^en%CouAZiooZlln 
identified  with  an  asterisk  before  the  proposal  number  All  proposals  in 
the  Presidents  Council  grouping  are  subject  to  a  roll-call  vote. 


PRESIDENTS  COUNCIL  GROUPING 


Intent:  To  require  institutional  chief  executive  officers 

ultimate  responsibility  and  final  authority  for  the  operation  o 
Division  III  member  conferences. 

Constitution:  Amend  3.3.4  by  adding  new  3.3.4.6,  page  14,  as  fol- 
lows: 

[Division  III] 

[3.3.4, 1  through  3. 3.4.5  unchanged.] 

“3  3  4.6  Chief  Executive  Officer  Involvement.  Institutional 
chief  executive  officers  shall  have  the  ultimate  response 
bility  and  final  authority  for  the  operation  of  the  member 
conference  and  the  actions  of  any  institution  that  is  a 
member  of  that  conference.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Membership  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2001. 

Rationale:  Member  conferences  should  be  held  to  the  same  stan¬ 
dard  as  member  institutions.  Currently,  institutional  chief  exec¬ 
utive  officers  are  not  required  to  be  involved  in  the  operation  of 
the  member  conference.  This  legislation  is  similar  to  the  chief 
executive  officer  control  legislation  in  Constitution  6.1.1  applica¬ 
ble  to  member  institutions.  It  will  specify  that  chief  executive  o- 
fleers  have  the  ultimate  responsibility  and  final  authority  for  the 
operation  of  NCAA  Division  III  member  conferences  In  order  to 
provide  member  conferences  sufficient  time  to  implement  this 
legislation,  the  proposal  has  an  effective  date  of  August  1,  2001. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  August  21,  2001. 
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Intent:  To  require  each  Division  III  multisport  member  conference 
to  establish  a  conference  student-athlete  advisory  committee  as 
a  condition  and  obligation  of  membership. 

Constitution;  Amend  3.3.4  by  adding  new  3. 3. 4.6,  page  14  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  III] 

[3.3.4. 1  through  3.3. 4. 5  unchanged,] 

“3.3.4.6  Conference  Student-Athlete  Advisory  Committee, 
hach  Division  III  multisport  member  conference  shall  es¬ 
tablish  a  student-athlete  advisory  committee  for  its  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  The  composition  and  duties  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  shall  be  determined  by  the  conference.” 

SQurce:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun- 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation  and  Student- 
Athlete  Advisory  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2001. 

Rationale:  The  establishment  of  institutional  student-athlete  advi¬ 
sory  committees  has  allowed  student-athletes  to  become  more 
involved  m  the  administration  of  intercollegiate  athletics.  This 
proposal  will  allow  Division  III  student-athletes  to  become  more 
involved  at  the  regional  and  national  level.  It  also  will  permit 
conferences  to  address  concerns  specific  to  its  members  by  pro¬ 
viding  them  with  the  authority  to  establish  the  responsibilities 
and  compositional  requirement  of  their  committees.  In  order  to 
provide  member  conferences  sufficient  time  to  implement  this 
legislation,  the  proposal  has  an  effective  date  of  August  1,  2001. 
bingie-sport  conferences  are  not  bound  by  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted,  185-69-3,  effective  August  1,  2001. 


Intent:  To  delete  all  references  to  the  all-star  contest  certification 
process  and  to  preclude  student-athletes  in  all  sports  with  eligi¬ 
bility  remaining  from  participating  in  all-star  contests. 

[Division  III] 

A.  Bylaws;  Amend  11.1.6,  page  52,  as  follows: 

“111-6  Involvement  in  All-Star  Contests.  Staff  members  of  the 
athletics  department  of  a  member  institution  shall  not  knowingly 
participate,  directly  or  indirectly ;  in  the  management ,  coaching, 
officiating,  supervision,  promotion  or  player  selection  of  any  all- 
star  contest  involving  student-athletes  that  is  not  certified  by  the 
Association  s  Special  Events  Committee.  ” 

B.  Bylaws;  Amend  14.7.6,  page  110,  as  follows: 

14.7.6  Collegiate  All-Star  Contests.  A  student-athlete  who  com- 
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petes  as  a  member  of  a  squad  in  any  college  all-star  football  or 
basketball  contest  shall  be  denied  further  intercollegiate  eligibil 
ity  in  that  sport.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  30.2.2,  pages  284-285,  as  follows. 

“30  2  2  College  Football  and  Basketball.  A  number  institution  is 
prohibited  from  allowing  its  facilities  to  be  utilized  for  any  col¬ 
lege  all-star  football  or  basketball  contest  unless  the  contest  is 
certified  as  meeting  the  requirements  speci/ied  6e/ow.  fSee  n^6 
for  regulations  governing  the  involvement  of  athletics  depart¬ 
ment  staff  members  in  all-star  football  or  basketball  contests  that 
are  not  certified.) 

*30.2.2. 1  Application  for  Inauguration  of  Contest.  Application 
for  the  inauguration  of  a  contest  will  be  received  only  at  a  reg- 
ular  meeting  of  the  Management  Council,  and  the  committee 
will  approve  or  disapprove  the  application  at  one  of  its  meet¬ 
ings  held  during  the  next  year.  The  proposing  sponsor  shall 
submit  to  the  committee,  with  its  application  form,  a  projected 
financial  report  showing  the  financial  soundness  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  game,  which  would  include  the  amount  of  revenue  cur¬ 
rently  available  to  the  game,  or  to  which  game  management 
may  have  access,  to  guarantee  game  and  team  expenses.  A  new 
aU  star  game  shall  secure  annually  (for  a  ^ree-year  perwd 
from  its  initial-certification  date)  an  irrevocable  letter  of  credit 
guaranteeing  the  minimum  payout  to  applicable  educational 
or  charitable  organization (s),  plus  an  additional  25  percent  of 
projected  expenses  to  cover  expenses  related  to  game  manage¬ 
ment,  operations  and  administration. 

«, 302  2  2  Conduct  of  Game.  Game  management  shall  provide 
evidence  of  the  experience  it  has  in  conducting  all-star  games 
or  similar  events  and  conduct  the  game  in  accordance  with 
the  Association's  principles  for  the  conduct  of  intercollegiate 
athletics,  as  set  forth  in  Constitution  2  and  interpretations 
relating  thereto. 

*30  2  2  3  Distribution  of  Income.  The  sponsoring  agency 
shall  distribute  to  approved  nonprofit  educational  or  chan - 
table  organization^ )  the  greater  of  the  following  revenues. 

“(a)  Ten-thousand  dollars  from  basketball  a.ll-star  games; 
$100,000  from  football  all-star  games  in  which  Divi¬ 
sions  I  or  III  student-athletes  participate;  or  $20,000 
from  football  all-star  games  in  which  Division  II  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  participate; 

u(b)  Fifteen  percent  of  the  gross  receipts  generated  by  the  all- 
star  game;  or 

“(c)  One-hundred  percent  of  the  game's  net  income. 

« 30.2.2.3.1  Charitable  or  Educational  Status.  Game 
management  shall  submit ,  as  part  of  certification,  the 
name(s)  of  the  organizations )  and  appropriate  doc£ 
mentation  establishing  the  tax-exempt  or  no^/or-pro^ 
status  of  the  charitable  I  educational  organizations)  that 
will  receive  a  share  of  its  gross  receipts. 
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u 30.2.2.4  Eligible  Participants,  Participation  shall  be  limited 
to  enrolled  or  graduated  student-athletes  who  have  exhaust¬ 
ed  their  seasons  of  eligibility  in  the  sport  but  who  were  eligi¬ 
ble  to  compete  on  their  institution's  intercollegiate  team  in 
that  sport  during  the  preceding  season. 

*30  2  2.5  Written  Permission  from  Athletics  Director.  Game 
management  shall  obtain  written  permission  from  the  ath¬ 
letics  director  of  the  student-athletes  institution  before  invit¬ 
ing  a  student-athlete  to  compete  in  its  contest. 

“ 30.2.2.6  Date  of  Football  Game .  A  certified  college  aJZ-star 
football  game  shall  be  played  on  or  before  January  21  dur¬ 
ing  the  academic  year  in  which  the  participating  stuaent- 
athletes  have  exhausted  their  seasons  of  eligibility  in  the 
sport 

* 30.2.2.6,1  Management  Council  Waiver :  The  Manage¬ 
ment  Council ,  by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  its  members 
present  and  voting,  may  waive  the  January  21  date. 
*30.2.2.7  Insurance.  The  management  of  each  certified  game 
shall  provide  the  following  insurance  coverages  and  submit 
to  the  national  office,  no  later  than  60  days  prior  to  the 
game,  the  appropriate  certification  of  insurance  showing  evi¬ 
dence  of  such  coverages: 

*(a)  Basic  accident- medical  insurance  for  each  participating 
student-athlete  in  the  amount  of  $25,000 per  injury, 

*(b)  Catastrophic-injury  medical  insurance  for  each  partic¬ 
ipating  student-athlete  that  provides  lifetime  medical, 
rehabilitation  and  disability  benefits  in  excess  of  the 
basic  coverage,  equal  to  the  NCAA- sponsored  program 
or  an  alternate  program  approved  by  the  Management 
Council;  and 

*(c)  Primary  comprehensive  general  liability  coverage  list¬ 
ing  the  NCAA  as  an  additional  insured,  with  combined 
single  limits  of  at  least  $1  million  per  occurrence  for 
bodily  injury  and  property  damage. 

*(d)  Coverages  in  (a)  and  (b)  shall  be  in  effect  while  the  par- 
ticipating  student-athletes  are  traveling  to  and  from  the 
all-star  game  site  and  while  they  are  in  the  host  city . 
*30.2.2.8  Awards.  Awards  shall  be  subject  to  the  restrictions 
set  forth  in  16.1. 

* 30.2.2.9  Tickets.  Game  management  shall  sell  tickets  at  face 
value  for  at  least  40  percent  of  the  capacity  of  the  stadium  or 
arena  where  the  contest  will  occur. 

*30.2.2.10  Application  for  Recertification  of  Contest.  Appli¬ 
cation  for  recertification  of  a  contest  shall  be  received  in  the 
national  office  not  later  than  July  1.  Any  application  re¬ 
ceived  after  that  date  shall  be  postmarked  not  later  than 
June  24.  Failure  to  submit  the  appropriate  information  by 
that  date  or  to  comply  with  the  requirements  set  forth  by  the 
Management  Council  may  result  in  a  decision  not  to  certify 
the  event. 

* 30.2.2.11  Certification  Fee .  Each  all-star  game  annually 
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shall  pay  to  the  Association  a  $1,000  certification  fee  upon 

“302  2  12 Financial  Report  of  Previous  Game.  The  ma™&' 
ment  of  each  certified  game  shall  submit  to  the  Management 
Council  an  audited  financial  report  certified  by  an  m^e"n 
Zt  accounting  firm  of  ^ /^TrZlUTshJl Z  re- 
TeiveTinThTLZLV^ceby  mail  or  wired 

mit  the  appropriate  information  by  that  date  may  resu 
decision  not  to  recertify  the  event. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

^  ,jtutional  staff  mei  mberTi^all-star  contests;  participation  by 

star  contests  with  the  understanding  contest. 

Cu^TnT  le^slatfon  prc^udes11  Inch  use  unless  th^ajl-sta^con- 

SSSSSSSM* 

Action:  Adopted,  245-0-0. 


SM333 


Intent-  To  eliminate  scrimmages  with  outside  competition  from 
counting  as  a  season  of  competition  for  student-athletes. 


A.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.4.1,  page  102,  as  follows: 

[Division  IIU 

“14  2  4  1  Minimum  Amount  of  Competition.  Any  competition  fin- 

ssr.  £= 
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any  regular-season  or  postseason  intercollegiate  competi¬ 
tion.  This  provision  is  applicable  to  intercollegiate  athletics 
competition  conducted  by  a  two-year  or  four-year  collegiate  insti¬ 
tution  at  the  varsity  or  subvarsity  level.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.4.1.1,  page  102,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“  14.2.4  J.l  Exception— Two-Year  College  Scrimmages.  Participa¬ 
tion  in  a  two-year  college  scrimmage  shall  he  exempt  from  count¬ 
ing  as  a  season  of  competition ,  provided  the  competition  meets 
all  of  the  following  conditions: 

“(a)  The  scrimmage  is  approved  by  the  two-year  college; 

“(b)  No  official  score  is  kept ; 

“(c)  No  admission  is  charged; 

“(d)  No  official  time  is  kept; 

“(e)  The  scrimmage  is  played  prior  to  the  two-year  college's  first 
regularly  scheduled  outside  competition;  and 
“(f)  The  student-athlete  participates  in  not  more  than  two  such 
scrimmages  or  dates  of  competition  per  academic  year” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  State  University  of  New  York  Athletic 
Conference. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  At  the  present  time,  most  Division  III  institutions  use 
preseason  scrimmages  with  outside  competition  as  a  means  to 
select  student-athletes  for  teams.  When  a  student-athlete  partic¬ 
ipates  in  tryouts  by  scrimmaging  and  is  then  cut  from  the  squad, 
a  season  of  competition  is  charged  to  the  athlete.  This  deprives 
the  athlete  from  a  full  year  of  participation. 

Committee  Position  (Division  III  Administrative  Review  Sub¬ 
committee):  The  Division  III  Administrative  Review  Subcom¬ 
mittee  supports  the  proposal  with  concerns  expressed  regarding 
the  inclusion  of  exhibition  contests.  Further,  the  subcommitte 
expressed  concern  how  the  permissible  number  of  scrimmages 
may  be  affected  by  this  legislation. 

Action:  Adopted,  193-32-4. 


Intent:  To  permit  two-year  college  transfer  students  to  use  the  same 
two-year  nonparticipation  exception  that  is  available  to  four- 
year  college  transfer  students. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.5.4.3  by  adding  new  14.5.4.3.1,  page  107,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  III] 

“14.5.4.3  To  Division  III  Institutions.  A  student  who  has  not  pre- 
Legislative  Proposals - — - — -  A-59 


t 


viously  participated  in  intercollegiate  athletics  and  who  trans¬ 
fers  from  a  two-year  college  or  from  a  branch  school  that  con¬ 
ducts  an  intercollegiate  athletics  program  to  a  Division  III 
member  institution  shall  be  immediately  eligible,  under  the  As¬ 
sociation’s  transfer  regulations,  to  compete  for  the  Division  III 
institution,  including  NCAA  championship  competition.  If  the 
student  has  ever  participated  in  intercollegiate  athletics,  the 
student  must  have  been  academically  and  athletically  eligible 
had  he  or  she  remained  at  that  institution.  Further,  a  stude  t 
who  has  ever  participated  in  intercollegiate  athletics  and  trans' 
fers  from  a  four-year  institution  to  a  two-year  college,  and  then 
to  the  certifying  institution,  also  must  have  been  athletically 
and  academically  eligible  had  he  or  she  remained  ^  the  previ- 
ous  four-year  institution  or  must  have  successfully  completed  at 
least  24  semester  or  36  quarter  hours  of  transferable-degree 
credit  and  spent  at  least  two  semesters  or  three  quarters  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  two-year  college.  _  . 

“14  5  4  31  Two-Year  Nonparticipation  Exception.  The 
student  transfers  to  the  certifying  institution  from  a 
two-year  college  or  from  a  branch  school  that  con¬ 
ducts  an  intercollegiate  athletics  program  and,  fora 
consecutive  two-year  period  immediately  prior  to  the 
date  on  which  the  student  begins  participation  (prac¬ 
tice  and/or  competition),  the  student  has  neither 
practiced  nor  competed  in  the  involved  sport  in  in¬ 
tercollegiate  competition,  or  has  neither  practiced  or 
competed  in  organized  noncollegiate  amateur  com¬ 
petition  while  enrolled  as  full-time  student  in  a  colle¬ 
giate  institution.  This  two-year  period  does  not  in¬ 
clude  any  period  of  time  prior  to  the  student  s  initial 
collegiate  enrollment,” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Massachusetts  State  College  Athletic 
Conference. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  legislation  would  allow  students  who  attend  a  two- 
year  college  the  same  two-year  nonparticipation  transfer  excep¬ 
tion  currently  available  to  four-year  college  transfers. 

Committee  Position  (Division  III  Management  Council  Aca¬ 
demic  Issues  Subcommittee):  The  subcommittee  supports 
this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted,  239-3-1,  effective  immediately. 
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Intent:  In  the  sports  of  Division  III  basketball,  field  hockey  and  soc¬ 
cer,  to  permit  a  student-athlete  to  participate  in  one  junior  var- 
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sity  contest  and  one  varsity  contest  on  the  same  day  and  at  the 
same  site  and  have  such  participation  count  as  only  one  con- 
test. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.5.5.1.3  by  adding  new  17.5.5.1.3.1,  page  162, 
as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.5.5.1.3  Maximum  Limitations — Student- Athlete.  An  individ¬ 
ual  student-athlete  may  participate  each  academic  year  in  not 
more  than  28  basketball  contests  in  Division  I,  27  contests  in 
Division  II  or  25  contests  in  Division  III.  This  limitation  includes 
those  contests  in  which  the  student-athlete  represents  the  insti¬ 
tution  in  accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a 
member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  in¬ 
stitution.  Further,  an  individual  student-athlete  may  participate 
each  year  in  only  one  postseason  basketball  tournament  as  a 
member  of  the  institution’s  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman 
team. 

“17.5.5.1.3.1  Varsity  and  Junior  Varsity  Doublehead¬ 
er— Division  III.  A  student-athlete  who  competes  in 
one  junior  varsity  contest  and  one  varsity  contest  on 
the  same  day  and  at  the  same  site  shfidl  be  considered 
to  have  competed  in  only  one  contest.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.9.5.2  by  adding  new  17.9.5.2.1,  page  173,  as 
follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.9.5.2  Maximum  Limitations — Student- Athlete.  An  individu¬ 
al  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic  year  in  not 
more  than  20  field  hockey  contests  during  the  segment  in  which 
the  NCAA  championship  is  conducted  and  five  dates  of  competi¬ 
tion  in  field  hockey  during  another  segment.  This  limitaUon  in¬ 
cludes  those  contests  or  dates  of  competition  in  which  the ;  stu¬ 
dent  represents  the  institution  in  accordance  with  17.02.8, 
including  competition  as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity 
or  freshman  team  of  the  institution. 

“17.9.5.2,1  Varsity  and  Junior  Varsity  Doublehead¬ 
er— Division  III.  A  student-athlete  who  competes  in 
one  junior  varsity  contest  and  one  varsity  contest  on 
the  same  day  and  at  the  same  site  shall  be  considered 
to  have  competed  in  only  one  contest.” 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.18.5.1.3  by  adding  new  17.18.5.1.3.1,  page 
200,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.18.5.1.3  Maximum  Limitations — Student-Athlete.  In  all  divi¬ 
sions,  an  individual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  aca¬ 
demic  year  in  not  more  than  20  soccer  contests  during  the  seg¬ 
ment  in  which  the  NCAA  championship  is  conducted  and  five 
dates  of  competition  in  soccer  during  another  segment.  This  lim¬ 
itation  includes  those  contests  in  which  the  student  represents 
the  institution  in  accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition 
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as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of 
the  institution. 

“17.18.5.1.3.1  Varsity  and  Junior  Varsity  Doublehead¬ 
er — Division  ID.  A  student-athlete  who  competes  in 
one  junior  varsity  contest  and  one  varsity  contest  on 
the  same  day  and  at  the  same  site  shall  be  considered 
to  have  competed  in  only  one  contest.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  Centennial  Conference. 


Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Many  institutions  with  almost,  but  not  quite  enough, 
student-athletes  to  field  two  full  squads  (including  substitutes) 
in  the  sports  of  basketball,  field  hockey  and  soccer  are  currently 
dressing,  feeding  and  taking  students  out  of  class  hoping  that 
all  of  the  team  members,  including  the  less  skilled  ones,  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  play.  It  is  hoped  that  this  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  will  provide  increased  opportunity  for  competition  with¬ 
out  expanding  the  institutional  season  limitations. 

Committee  Position  (Division  III  Management  Council  Play¬ 
ing  and  Practice  Seasons  Subcommittee):  The  subcommit¬ 
tee  did  not  support  this  proposal.  The  subcommittee  expressed 
concerns  that  the  proposal  only  relates  to  a  select  number  of 
team  sports  and  the  absence  of  a  limitation  on  the  number  of 
dates  that  can  be  utilized  and  the  potential  for  abuse.  The  sub¬ 
committee  also  noted  potential  health  and  safety  issues  for 
student-athletes. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 


Intent:  To  prohibit  Division  ill  institutions  from  competing  against 
outside  competition  during  the  nontraditional  segment,  except 
in  the  sports  of  golf  and  tennis  per  Bylaw  17.1.11,4. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.11.3,  page  152,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.1.11.3  Dividing  Traditional  and  Nontraditional  Seg¬ 
ments — Division  III.  A  member  institution  that  divides  its  prac¬ 
tice  and  playing  season  into  two  distinct  segments  per  17.1.3 
and  conducts  its  nontraditional  segment  in  the  fall  must  com¬ 
plete  all  practice  and  competition  by  October  30  of  the  academic 
year  involved;  conversely,  a  member  institution  that  conducts 
its  traditional  segment  in  the  fall  may  not  begin  practice  or 
competition  during  its  nontraditional  segment  until  February  1 
of  the  academic  year  involved.” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.2  through  17.28,  pages  152-233,  for  each 
Division  III  sport  by  amending  the  respective  sections  enti- 

A-62  — - Legislative  Proposals 


tied  first  date  of  competition  and  end  of  regular  season,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


[Division  III] 

17._.3  First  Date  of  Competition.  A  member  institution  shall 
not  engage  in  its  first  date  of  competition  (game  or  scrimmage) 
with  outside  competition  in _ prior  to  the  following  dates: 

“(b)  Division  III. 

(1)  Traditional  Segment.  September  7  or  the  institution’s 
first  day  of  classes  for  the  fall  term,  whichever  is  earlier 

(2)  Nontraditional  Segment.  September  7  or  the 
institution's  first  day  of  classes  for  the  fall  term, 
whichever  is  earlier. 

u17,_.4  End  of  Regular  Season.  A  member  institution  shall  con¬ 
clude  all  practice  and  competition  (meets  and  practice  meets)  in 

each  segment  in _ by  the  following  dates: 

“(b)  Division  III 

(1)  Traditional  Segment.  The  conclusion  of  the  national 

governing  body  championship  in _ , 

(2)  Nontraditional  Segment .  The  last  date  of  final  examina¬ 
tions  for  the  regular  academic  year  at  the  institution.  ” 

C,  Bylaws:  Amend  17.4.5.1,  page  158,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

17.4.5.1  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member  insti¬ 
tution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  competi¬ 
tion  in  the  sport  of  baseball  during  the  institution’s  baseball 
playing  season  to  the  following  number  of  contests  (games  and 
scrimmages),  except  for  those  contests  excluded  under  17.4.5.3: 

“(b)  Division  III — 45  (with  not  more  than  36  during  the  tradi¬ 
tional  segment)  [see  also  17.4.3-(b)-(l)]  ” 

D,  Bylaws:  Amend  17.4.5.2,  page  159,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.4.5.2  Maximum  Limitations— Student- Athlete.  An  individu¬ 
al  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic  year  in  the 
following  number  of  baseball  contests  (this  limitation  includes 
those  contests  in  which  the  student  represents  the  institution  in 
accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of 
the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution): 

“(b)  Division  III—- 45  (with  not  more  than  36  during  the  tradi¬ 
tional  segment)." 

E,  Bylaws:  Amend  17.9.5.1,  page  173  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.9.5.1  Maximum  Limitations— Institutional.  In  all  divisions, 
a  member  institution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with 
outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  field  hockey  during  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  field  hockey  playing  season  in  any  one  year  to  20  con- 
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tests  during  the  segment  in  which  the  NCAA  championship  is 
conducted  and  five  dates  of  competition  during  another  segment , 
except  for  those  contests  or  dates  of  competition  excluded  under 
17.9.5,3,  17,9.5.4  and  17,9.5.8  [see  also  17.9,3.(b)-l]:n 
[17.9,5.1.2  unchanged,] 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.9.5.2,  page  173,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.9.5.2  Maximum  Limitations — Student-Athlete.  An  individu¬ 
al  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic  year  in  riot 
more  than  20  field  hockey  contests  during  the  segment  in  which 
the  NCAA  championship  is  conducted  and  five  dates  of  competi¬ 
tion  in  field  hockey  during  another  segment .  This  limitation  in¬ 
cludes  those  contests  or  dates  of  competition  in  which  the  stu¬ 
dent  represents  the  institution  in  accordance  with  17.02.8, 
including  competition  as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity 
or  freshman  team  of  the  institution." 

G.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.18.5.1,  page  200,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.18.5.1  Maximum  Limitations— Institutional.  In  all  divisions, 
a  member  institution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with 
outside  competition  in  the  sport  of  soccer  during  the  institution  s 
soccer  playing  season  in  any  one  year  to  20  contests  during  the 
segment  in  which  the  NCAA  championship  is  conducted  and  five 
dates  of  competition  during  another  segment,  except  for  those 
contests  and/or  dates  of  competition  excluded  under  17.18.5.2, 
17.18.5.3  and  17.18.5.7  [see  also  17.18.3-(b)-(l)].  “ 

[17.18.5.1.1  through  17.18.5.1.2  unchanged.] 

H.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.18.5.1.3,  page  200,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.18.5.1.3  Maximum  Limitations — Student- Athlete.  In  all  divi¬ 
sions,  an  individual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  aca- 
demic  year  in  not  more  than  20  soccer  contests  during  the  seg¬ 
ment  in  which  the  NCAA  championship  is  conducted  and  five 
dates  of  competition  in  soccer  during  another  segment.  This  limi¬ 
tation  includes  those  contests  in  which  the  student  represents 
the  institution  in  accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition 
as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of 
the  institution  ” 

L  Bylaws:  Amend  17.19.5,1,  page  203,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17,19.5.1  Maximum  Limitations— Institutional.  A  member  in¬ 
stitution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  com¬ 
petition  in  the  sport  of  softball  during  the  institution’s  softball 
playing  season  to  the  following  number  of  contests  (games  and 
scrimmages),  except  for  those  contests  excluded  under  17,19.5,3: 

“(b)  Division  III — 45  (with  not  more  than  36  during  the  tradi¬ 
tional  segment)/' 
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J.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.19.5,2,  page  203,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17,19.5.2  Maximum  Limitations — Student- Athlete,  An  individ¬ 
ual  student-athlete  may  participate  in  each  academic  year  in  the 
following  number  of  softball  contests  (this  limitation  includes 
those  contests  in  which  the  student  represents  the  institution  in 
accordance  with  17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of 
the  varsity,  junior  varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution): 
“(b)  Division  III — 45  (with  not  more  than  36  during  the  tradi¬ 
tional  segment )” 

K.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.26,7.1,  page  224,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.26.7.1  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member  in¬ 
stitution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside  com¬ 
petition  in  the  sport  of  women’s  volleyball  during  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  women’s  volleyball  playing  season  to  the  following  number 
of  dates  of  competition,  except  for  those  dates  of  competition  ex¬ 
cluded  under  17.26.9: 

“(b)  Division  III — 22  during  the  traditional  segment  and  five 
during  the  nontraditional  segment  [see  also  17.26.3-(b)-(l)].” 
[17.26.7.1.1  unchanged.] 

L.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.26.7,2,  page  224,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.26.7,2  Maximum  Limitations — Student-Athlete — Women. 
An  individual  student-athlete  may  participate  each  academic 
year  in  the  following  dates  of  competition  in  women’s  volleyball 
(this  limitation  includes  those  dates  of  competition  in  which  the 
student-athlete  represents  the  institution  in  accordance  with 
17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of  the  varsity,  junior 
varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution): 

“(b)  Division  III — 22  during  the  traditional  segment  and  five 
during  the  nontraditional  segment n 

M.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.26.8,  page  224,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.26.8  Number  of  Dates  of  Competition — Men 

“17,26.8.1  Maximum  Limitations — Institutional.  A  member 
institution  shall  limit  its  total  playing  schedule  with  outside 
competition  in  the  sport  of  men’s  volleyball  during  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  men’s  volleyball  playing  season  to  not  more  than  28 
dates  of  competition  during  the  segment  in  which  the  NCAA 
championship  is  conducted  and  not  more  than  four  dates  of 
competition  during  another  segment ,  except  for  those  dates 
of  competition  excluded  under  17,26.9.” 

[17.26.8.1.1  unchanged.] 

N.  Bylaws:  Amend  17.26.8.2,  page  224,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 
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“17  26.8.2  Maximum  Limitations— Student-Athlete— -Men. 
individual  student-athlete  may  participate  each  academic  year 
in  not  more  than  28  dates  of  competition  in  men  s  volleyball  dur 
ne  the  segment  in  which  the  NCAA  championship  is  conducted 
and.  not  more  than  four  dates  of  competition  during  another  sea¬ 
men”  This  limitation  includes  those  dates  of  competition  n 
which  the  student  represents  the  institution  in  accordance  wi 
17.02.8,  including  competition  as  a  member  of  the  varsi  y,  junior 
varsity  or  freshman  team  of  the  institution. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Competition  beyond  the  traditional  segment  undermines 
the  academic  mission  of  Division  III  institutions  and  such  com- 
netitTon  Hot  necessary.  Further,  such  competition  »  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  the  Division  III  philosophy.  This  proposal  will  reduce 
demands  and  challenges  placed  on  institutional  resources  and 
personnel,  yet  retain  the  benefit  and  value  of  practice  during  the 
traditional  segment  Further,  eliminating  competition  in  the 
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to  focus  on  other  campus  activities.  In  accordance  with  NUAA 
Bylaw  17.1.11.4,  a  member  institution  that  conducts  nontra* 
dftional  segment  in  the  fall  and  that  schedules  more  than  50 
percent  of  itTcontests  or  dates  of  competition  (including  the  con¬ 
ference  championship)  in  the  nontraditional  segment  may  elect 
teutihze  the^  preseason  practice  andfirst-date-of-competition 
regulations  applicable  to  the  traditional  segment. 

Action:  Referred  as  amended  to  the  Division  III  Presidents  Council, 
192-143-1. 


Intent'  To  specify  that  a  new  championship  may  be  established  in  a 
women’s  sport  if  the  minimum  number  of  sponsoring  institu¬ 
tions  existPfor  one  academic  year  (rather  than  for  two  consecu- 
tive  academic  years.) 

Bylaws:  Amend  18.2.4.2.1,  page  236,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“18.2.4  Championships  Established  during  1994-95  or  Later 
“18.2.4.2  Sponsorship  Criteria 

“18.2.4.2.1  Minimum  Period.  In  men’s  sports,  Tne  appli¬ 
cable  minimum  sponsorship  number  must  exist  for  two 
consecutive  academic  years  in  order  for 
to  be  established.  Legislation  to  establish  the  champi 
onship  may  be  proposed  during  the  second  3?^  i”  whi 
the  minimum  sponsorship  number  exists.  111  womens 
sports,  the  applicable  minimum  sponsorship  num- 
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ber  must  exist  for  one  academic  year  in  order  for  a 
championship  to  be  established.  Legislation  to  es* 
tablish  the  championship  may  be  proposed  during 
the  year  in  which  the  minimum  sponsorship  num¬ 
ber  exists.  Varsity  sports  sponsored  prior  to  August  1, 
1994,  shall  count  toward  the  two-consecutive  applicable 
minimum-year  sponsorship  requirement.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Championships  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Bylaws  18.2.4.1  and  18.2.4.2.1  currently  specify  that  a 
championship  may  be  established  in  a  new  women's  sport  if  at 
least  40  institutions  sponsor  the  sport,  and  that  such  legislation 
may  be  established  after  the  sport  has  met  the  minimum  re¬ 
quirement  for  two  consecutive  years.  The  Championships  Com¬ 
mittee  reviewed  the  sponsorship  of  the  emerging  sports  of 
women’s  water  polo  (37  institutions),  women’s  ice  hockey  (40), 
women’s  squash  (27)  and  women’s  bowling  (21).  If  the  waiting 
period  were  reduced  from  two  years  to  one  year,  legislation  could 
be  proposed  in  1999-00  to  establish  a  women’s  ice  hockey  cham¬ 
pionship  in  2000-01.  It  is  anticipated  that  sponsorship  of 
women’s  water  polo  will  reach  40  by  the  end  of  the  1999  academ¬ 
ic  year;  if  that  occurs,  legislation  also  could  be  proposed  in  1999- 
00  to  establish  a  women’s  water  polo  championship  in  2000-01. 
This  proposal  will  assist  member  institutions  in  meeting  their 
legal  obligations  under  Title  IX. 

Action:  Adopted,  266-18-5. 


Intent:  To  establish  a  National  Collegiate  Championship  in  the 
sport  of  women’s  ice  hockey,  effective  2000-01,  and  to  establish  a 
women’s  ice  hockey  committee  as  specified. 

[Note:  The  proposed  changes  involve  common  provisions,  and 
thus,  must  be  approved  by  Divisions  I,  II  and  III  acting  indepen¬ 
dently.] 

A .  Bylaws:  Amend  18.3.1,  page  237,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 


B. 


“18.3.1  National  Collegiate  Championships  (9  10) 

“Men  (3)  Men  and  Women  (3)  Women  ( 3  4) 

Gymnastics  Fencing  Gymnastics 

Volleyball  Rifle  Ice  Hockey 

Water  Polo  Skiing  Lacrosse  (Divisions  I  and  II 

only) 

Rowing” 

Bylaws:  Amend  21.3  by  adding  new  21.3.2,  pages  269-271, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

-  A-67 


Legislative  Proposals - 


[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  vote] 

Committee,  Women’s.  The  Women’s 
Icl  Hockey  Committee  shall  consist  of  seven  mem¬ 
bers,  including  the  secretary-rules  editor. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Championships  Committee)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale-  In  an  effort  to  increase  championship  opportunities  tor 

^e^e^osenCto^e^tebUsh^a^'atioMf  Coll^^tV^hamp^enship^ 

ke  hockiy  lie^smths’SntTa3  chPa°mpTonshipPfor  womens  ice 
hockey  necessitates  the  development  of  a  committee  with  play¬ 
ing  mles  and  championship  administration  responsibdiUeSflIt  s 

desirable  that  the  composition  of  the  sports  committee  reflects 
sports-sponsorship  data. 


Action:  Adopted,  262-3-17. 


taa,  saw*  ■»>>  ■»"*»**■ - 

women’s  water  polo  committee.  „  ,  , 

dently.] 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  18.3.1.  page  237,  as  follows: 

*  [Division  III] 

“18.3.1  National  Collegiate  Championships  ( 9  10) 

“Men  (3)  Men  and  Women  (3)  Women  (3  4) 

3SS8"K-  SS-m— 

Water  Polo  Skiing  andllo  ly) 

Water  Polo” 

B  Bylaws:  Amend  21.3,  by  adding  new  21.3.8,  pages  269-271, 
renumbering  subsequent  sections,  as  follows. 

[Common  provision,  all  divisions,  divided  votej 

SPONSIBILITIES  m  .  _  , 

“21  3.8  Water  Polo  Committee,  Women’s.  The  Women  s 
Water  Polo  Committee  shall  consist  of  six  members, 
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Intent:  To  eliminate  the  prohibition  of  athletics  department’s  staff 
members  using  the  institution’s  name  or  logo  in  the  endorse¬ 
ment  of  commercial  products  or  services  for  personal  gain  with¬ 
out  prior  approval  by  the  institution’s  chief  executive  officer. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.1.4,  page  51,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

u  11. 1.4  Use  of  Institutional  Name  or  Logo .  Athletics  department 
staff  members  shall  not  use ,  directly  or  by  implication,  the  insti¬ 
tution's  name  or  logo  in  the  endorsement  of  commercial  products 
or  services  for  personal  gain  without  prior  written  approval  from 
the  institution” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.2.5,  page  53,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“ 11.3.2.5  Endorsement  of  Commercial  Products.  Athletics  de¬ 
partment  staff  members  shall  not  use,  directly  or  by  implication, 
the  institutions  name  or  logo  in  the  endorsement  of  commercial 
products  or  services  for  personal  gain  without  prior  written  ap¬ 
proval  from  the  institution's  chief  executive  officer  in  Divisions  l 
and  II  and  without  prior  approval  from  the  institution  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III” 
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Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  believes  that 
it  is  not  necessary  to  legislate  the  prohibition  of  athletics  depart¬ 
ment’s  staff  members  utilizing,  directly  or  by  implication,  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  name  or  logo  in  the  endorsement  of  commercial  prod¬ 
ucts  or  services  for  personal  gain  without  prior  written  approval 
from  the  institution’s  chief  executive  officer.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  institution  and  copyright  laws  governing  the  use 
of  institutional  names  and  logos  adequately  address  this  issue. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  legislation  that  directly  governs  an  institution’s 
staff  member  from  realizing  income  from  the  sale  of  stock  in  a 
professional  sports  organization. 

Bylaws:  Amend  11.3.3.2.3,  page  54,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

"11.3.3.2.3  Income  from  the  Sale  of  Stock.  A  staff  member  may 
purchase  and  realize  income  from  the  sale  of  stock  in  a  profes¬ 
sional  sports  organization  only  if  such  a  purchase  does  not  place 
the  staff  member  in  a  position  of  administrative  or  supervisory 
control  of  that  organization 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends 
the  deletion  of  this  legislation  relating  to  institutional  staff 
members  purchasing  and  realizing  income  from  the  sale  of  stock 
in  a  professional  sports  organization.  The  committee  noted  that 
more  stringent  legislation  in  Bylaw  11.3.3,1  would  preclude  a 
staff  member  from  being  in  a  position  of  administrative  or  su¬ 
pervisory  control  of  a  professional  sports  organization. 


Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  the  list  of  conditions  that  preclude  a  member  insti¬ 
tution  from  accepting  funds  from  a  professional  sports  organiza¬ 
tion. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  12.6.1.5,  page  68,  as  follows: 

A-70 - Legislative  Proposals 


[Division  III] 

"12.6.1.5  To  Institution ,  Nonpermissible .  A  member  institution 
shall  not  accept  funds  from  a  professional  sports  organization  if: 
"(a)  The  funds  are  for  the  purpose  of  recognizing  the  development 
of  a  former  student-athlete  in  a  particular  sport.  The  receipt  of 
such  funds  by  an  institution  would  make  additional  moneys 
available  that  could  benefit  student-athletes  and  thus  result 
in  student-athletes  indirectly  receiving  funds  from  a  profes¬ 
sional  sports  organization ; 

"(b)  The  money ,  even  though  not  earmarked  by  the  donor,  is  re¬ 
ceived  and  credited  to  institutional  funds  for  the  financial 
assistance  of  student-athletes  generally;  or 

U(c)  The  money  is  placed  in  the  institutions  general  fund  and 
credited  to  the  athletics  department  for  an  unspecified  pur¬ 
posed 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Interpretations  and  Legislation  Commit¬ 
tee. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  that  Bylaw  12.6,1.4  adequately 
states  the  conditions  that  must  be  satisfied  before  a  member  in¬ 
stitution  may  accept  funds  from  a  professional  sports  organiza¬ 
tion.  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends 
the  deletion  of  this  bylaw. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  nonpermissible  lists  that  relate  to  Bylaws 
13.02.5.2,  13.4.4.1  and  13.6.1.1.  y 


A*  Bylaws:  Amend  13.02.5.2,  page  72,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13.02.5.2  Impermissible  Recruitment  Activities  for  Enrolled 

Student-Athletes: 

(a)  Recruitment  expenses.  An  institution  may  not  provide  an 
enrolled  student-athlete  with  transportation  or  expenses 
to  recruit  a  prospect  except  those  expenses  specified  as 
permissible  when  a  student-athlete  serves  as  a  student 
host. 

(c)  Transportation.  A  student- athlete  acting  as  a  student  host 
shall  not  be  provided  an  automobile  by  the  institution  or  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  its  athletics  interests  for  use  by  the 
host  or  the  prospect  during  a  prospect’s  official  visit  to  the 
campus. 

"(d)  Student  host.  A  student-athlete  serving  as  a  student  host 
must  be  enrolled  in  the  member  institution  being  visited  by 
the  prospect .  In  Divisions  I  and  II,  a  nonqualifier  (see 
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14.02.9)  may  not  serve  as  a  student  host  during  his  or  her 
first  academic  year  of  residence” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.4,4. 1,  page  77,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13  44  1  Nonpermissible  Items.  The  gift  from  a  Division  tUjnsti- 
tution  ofany  tangible  recruiting  aid  other  than  those  permitted  m 
13.4.4  shall  l be  considered  an  improper  recruiting  inducement. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.1.1,  page  78,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13  6  1  1  Nonpermissible  Transportation.  If  nonpermissible 
transportation  is  provided,  the  institution  may  not  avoid  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  this  rule  by  receiving  reimbursement  for  mileage  from  the 
prospect”  , 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis- 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

naHnnal(>.  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends 
ttelLofie  lists  ofnonpermissible  activities.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  the  permissible  list  is  exhaustive.  If  an  ac 
Ky  is  not  listed  on  the  permissible  list,  it  is  not  permissible. 

Action:  Adopted. 

Intent-  To  delete  legislation  that  precludes  an  institution  fronJ  Pro¬ 
viding  a  student-athlete  with  transportation  or  expenses  to  re- 
cruit  a  prospect  except  when  a  student-athlete  serves  as  a  stu- 
dent  host. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.1.2.8,  page  75,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“ 13.1.2.8  Student-Athlete.  An  institution  may  not  proonfe  an  en- 
rolled  student-athlete  with  transportation  or  expenses  to 0 
prospect  except  those  expenses  specified  m  13.7.5.5  when  the  stu 
dent-athlete  serves  as  a  student  host . 

Source:  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation. 
Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  accordance  with  Bylaw  13.7.5.5,  an  institution  may 
only  provide  $20  a  day,  a  complimentary  meal  and ^Tnt  Kkte 
rv  admission  to  a  campus  athletics  event  to  a  student-athlete 
that  is  hosting  a  prospect  on  an  official  visit  and  may  not 
1  «»dV„t‘a.hfateV other  .xponses  to  rerra.t  a  prospaot.^as, 

in  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends  the 
deletion  of  this  bylaw. 

Action:  Adopted. 
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Intent:  To  delete  legislation  relating  to  transportation  on  an  official 
visit. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.2.1,  page  78,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13.6.2.1  General  Restrictions.  A  member  institution  may  pay 
the  prospect's  actual  round-trip  transportation  costs  for  his  or 
her  official  visit  to  its  campus,  provided  a  direct  route  between 
the  prospect’s  home  and  the  institution's  campus  is  used  Use  of 
a  limousine  or  helicopter  for  such  transportation  is  prohibited .” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Bylaw  13.5.1  only  permits  an  institution  to  entertain 
prospects  on  a  scale  comparable  to  that  of  normal  student  life. 
The  committee  agreed  that  the  use  of  a  limousine  or  helicopter 
while  entertaining  a  prospect  is  clearly  not  on  a  scale  compara¬ 
ble  to  that  of  normal  student  life.  Thus,  in  the  spirit  of  deregula¬ 
tion,  the  committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  this  legislation. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  amend  legislation  relating  to  entertainment  of  a  high- 
school,  college-preparatory  school  or  two-year  college  coach  by 
an  institutional  staff  member. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.9.1,  page  84,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“13.9.1  Entertainment  Restrictions.  Entertainment  of  a  high- 
school,  college-preparatory  school  or  two-year  college  coach  or 
any  other  individual  responsible  for  teaching  or  directing  an  ac¬ 
tivity  in  which  a  prospect  is  involved  shall  be  confined  to  a  mem¬ 
ber  institution’s  campus  and  shall  be  limited  to  providing  a  max¬ 
imum  of  two  complimentary  admissions  (in  Division  /,  issued 
only  through  a  pass  list)  to  home  athletics  contests  that  must  be 
issued  on  an  individual- game  basis  in  Divisions  I  and  II  but 
may  be  extended  to  include  full-season  passes  or  tickets  in  Divi¬ 
sion  III  not  to  exceed  full-season  passes  or  tickets.  Such  en¬ 
tertainment  shall  not  include  food  and  refreshments,  room  ex¬ 
penses,  or  the  cost  of  transportation  to  and  from  the  campus.  An 
institutional  coaching  staff  member  is  expressly  prohibited  from 
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spending  funds  to  entertain  the  prospect’s  coach  on  or  off  the 
member  institutions  campus. 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis- 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Bylaw  13.9.1  states  that  a  member  institution’s  coach 
may  only  entertain  a  high-school/college-preparatory  school/two- 
vear  college  coach  on  a  member  institution’s  campus  and  may 
only  include  two  complimentary  admissions.  ' Thus,  m_  the  spirit 
of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  this 
legislation. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  amend  legislation  relating  to  an  institution  commenting 
on  a  prospect’s  ability. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.11.2,  page  86,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13  11.2  Comments  Prior  to  Signing.  Prior  to  the  signing  of  a 
nrosuect  to  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  or  an  institutions  written 
^ffer  of  admission  and  tor  ft  nahcial  aid,  a  An member  institution 
may  comment  publicly  only  to  the  extent  of  confirming  its  re¬ 
cruitment  of  the  prospect.  The  institution  may  not  comment  gen¬ 
erally  about  the  prospect’s  ability  or  the  contribution  that  the 
prospect  might  make  to  the  institution’s  team;  further,  the  institu¬ 
tion  is  precluded  from  commenting  in  any  manner  as  to  the  like¬ 
lihood  of  the  prospect's  signing  with  that  institution.  Violations  of 
this  bylaw  do  not  affect  a  prospects  eligibility;  however  the  vio¬ 
lation  shall  be  considered  an  institutional  violation  per  2.8.1. 

Source:  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  This  bylaw  sets  forth  instances  in  which  an  institution 
may  not  comment  on  a  prospect,  similar  to  a  list  of  nonpermissi- 
bles.  Thus,  in  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  deletion  of  this  bylaw. 

Action:  Adopted. 


pNG£67i(Dereg 


Intent:  To  delete  legislation  that  prohibits  an  institution  from  publi- 
cizing  a  prospect’s  intention  to  enroll. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.11.6,  page  86,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

« 13.11.6  Intent  to  Enroll.  A  member  institution  shall  not  publi- 
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cize  (or  arrange  for  publicity  of)  a  prospect's  intention  to  accept 
its  offer  of  financial  assistance .  Violations  of  this  bylaw  do  not 
affect  a  prospect's  eligibility;  however,  the  violation  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  an  institutional  violation  per  2.8.1” 

Source:  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  that  Bylaw  13.11.2,  which  only 
permits  an  institution  to  comment  publicly  only  to  the  extent  of 
confirming  its  recruitment  of  a  prospect,  is  more  restrictive  than 
13.11.6.  Thus,  in  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  the  deletion  of  this  bylaw. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  amend  legislation  relating  to  the  announcement  of  a 
prospect’s  acceptance  of  the  institution’s  written  offer  of  admis¬ 
sion. 


Bylaws:  Amend  13.11.8,  page  86,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13.11.8  Announcement  of  Signing  Acceptance.  Publicity  re¬ 
leased  by  an  institution  concerning  a  prospect’s  commitment  to 
attend  the  institution  shall  occur  only  after  the  prospect  has 
signed  a  National  Letter  of  Intent  or  subsequent  to  the  prospect’s 
signed  paid  acceptance  of  the  institution’s  written  offer  of  ad¬ 
mission  and/or  financial  aid.  Such  communications  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  those  media  forms  normally  used  by  the  institution  and 
by  the  educational  institutions  currently  and  formerly  at¬ 
tended  by  the  prospect.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  do  not  affect 
a  prospect’s  eligibility;  however,  the  violation  shall  be  considered 
an  institutional  violation  per  2.8.1. 

“  13.1 1.8.1  Media  Outlets.  Such  communications  shall  be  re¬ 
leased  only  to  those  media  outlets  normally  used  by  the  insti¬ 
tution  and  by  the  educational  institutions  currently  and  for¬ 
merly  attended  by  the  prospect. 

“ 13.11.8.2  Press  Conferences.  Institutional  press  conferences, 
receptions,  dinners  and  similar  meetings  held  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  making  such  an  announcement  are  expressly  prohib¬ 
ited. 


“13. 11.8.2.1  One-Time  Exception — Announcement  of  All 
Signings.  An  institution  may  make  an  announcement  on 
the  institution’s  campus  for  the  sole  purpose  of  present¬ 
ing  at  one  time  to  the  media  the  names  of  all  prospects 
who  have  accepted  offers  of  admission  and/or  athleti¬ 
cally  related  aid  in  a  particular  sport  from  that  institu¬ 
tion,  with  the  understanding  that  no  prospects  (or  their 
friends  or  relatives)  may  be  in  attendance. 
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“nil  H  4  Sterlings  On  Campus.  An  institution  is  responsible 
L itentngsTnt campus  (whether  involving  an  individual 

dZedto  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  institutional  ™olvemer* 

^f^-mZTcTn^te  IrZZ ofapropMy 

about  the  abilities  of  the  prospect. 

[13.11.8.3  unchanged.] 

Source:  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation. 
Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

She  institution  conducts  such  an  event  on  a  regular  basis. 
Action:  Adopted.  _ 


Intent:  To  delete  legislation  relating  to  the  use  of  recruiting  un  s. 

A,  Bylaws:  Amend  13.15.4.1,  page  92,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

« 1?  1*4  1  Pooled  Resources.  The  pooling  of  resources  for  recruit- 

;Ss==r?r:“ 

whom  a  prospect  may  be  naturally  or  legally  dependent. 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  13.15.4.2,  page  93,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

constitutes  the  use  of  pooled  resources. 

Source:  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1, 2000.  . 

“SfsMssisli 

ta  tL  d/rWlion.  U>„  —tte. 

the  deletion  of  these  bylaws. 

Action:  Adopted. 
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Intent:  To  permit  Division  III  institutions  to  provide  summer  finan¬ 
cial  aid  to  student-athletes  in  accordance  with  institutional  poli¬ 
cy  applicable  to  the  general  student  body. 

Bylaws:  Amend  15.2.8,  pages  119-120,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“15.2,8  Summer  Financial  Aid.  Summer  financial  aid  may  be 
awarded  to  student-athletes  in  accordance  with  institu¬ 
tional  policies  applicable  to  the  general  student  body. 

“15.2.8.1  General  Stipulations.  A  student-athlete  who  is  eli¬ 
gible  for  institutional  financial  aid  during  the  summer  is 
not  required  to  be  enrolled  in  a  minimum  full-time  program 
of  studies.  However,  the  student-athlete  may  not  receive  fi¬ 
nancial  aid  that  exceeds  the  cost  of  a  full  grant-in-aid  for  at¬ 
tendance  in  that  summer  term . 

“  15.2.8. 1.2  Summer  Financial  Aid — Prior  to  Initial, 
Full-Time  Collegiate  Enrollment.  The  following  condi¬ 
tions  apply  to  the  awarding  of  financial  aid  to  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  to  attend  an  institution  m  the  summer  prior 
to  the  student's  initial,  full-time  collegiate  enrollment: 
“(a)  The  recipient  shall  be  admitted  to  the  awarding 
member  institution  in  accordance  with  regular,  pub¬ 
lished  entrance  requirements; 

“(b)  The  recipient,  if  recruited,  is  subject  to  NCAA  trans¬ 
fer  provisions  pursuant  to  14.5.2-(h); 

“(c)  During  the  summer  term  or  orientation  period,  the 
recipient  shall  not  engage  in  any  organized  athletics 
practice  activities  (see  17.02.1.1); 

“(d)  The  awarding  institution  certifies  in  writing  that 
the  student's  financial  aid  was  granted  without  re¬ 
gard  in  any  degree  to  athletics  ability.  The  written 
certification  shall  be  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  direc¬ 
tor  of  athletics  and  shall  be  signed  by  the  faculty 
athletics  representative  and  the  director  of  financial 
aid. 

“ 15.2.8.2  Separate  Award  Required.  It  is  necessary  to  make 
an  additional  award  for  a  summer  term ,  inasmuch  as  a 
member  institution  is  limited  to  the  award  of  financial  aid 
for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  one  academic  year. 

[15.2.8.3  unchanged.] 

“15.2.8.4  Branch  School.  An  institution  may  not  provide  a 
student-athlete  with  financial  aid  to  attend  a  summer  ses¬ 
sion  at  a  branch  campus  of  the  institution 
[15.2.8.5  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 
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Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  Division  III  philosophy  states  that  student-athletes 
should  not  be  treated  differently  than  other  members  of  the  stu¬ 
dent  body.  Accordingly,  summer  financial  aid  provided  to  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  should  conform  to  institutional  policies  that  are 
applicable  to  the  general  student  body. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  nonpermissible  lists  relating  to  awards  and  bene¬ 
fits  that  an  institution  may  provide  to  student-athletes. 


A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.1.7.1,  pages  128-129,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

« 16.1.7.1  Home-Town  Awards.  A  member  institution,  its  booster 
club  or  any  other  organization  may  not  pay  the  expenses  of  any 
student-athlete  returning  home  to  receive  an  award  for  athletics 
accomplishments  or  for  other  personal  purposes.  The  student-ath¬ 
lete  may  return  home  at  his  or  her  own  expense  to  attend  a  recog¬ 
nition  event  and  receive  an  award  from  any  home-town  group 
(c.g.,  alumni  club)  that  is  not  the  institutions  local  athletics 
booster  group  ” 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.3,3,  page  130,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“16. 3.3  Nonpermissible .  Services  that  may  not  be  financed  by  the 
institution  include ,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  following: 

“(a)  Typing  costs ,  even  if  typed  reports  and  other  papers  are  a  re¬ 
quirement  of  a  course  in  which  a  student-athlete  is  enrolled. 
Typing  costs  are  not  considered  an  institutional  fee  under 
NCAA  legislation ,  and  payment  would  be  considered  an 
extra  benefit  not  available  to  the  general  student  body ; 

“(b)  Course  supplies  ( e.g calculators,  art  supplies);  and 
“(c)  Use  of  a  copy  machine  only  for  student-athletes. 

C.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.4.2,  page  131,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“16.4.2  Nonpermissible.  Student-athlete  medical  expense  benefits 
that  may  not  be  financed  by  the  institution  are. 

“(a)  Student  health  insurance,  if  the  insurance  is  provided  or  of- 
fered  to  the  general  student  body  only  on  an  optional  basis , 
except  that  if  such  insurance  is  required  for  a  particular 
group  of  students  (e.g.,  foreign  students ),  such  expenses  may 
be  paid  for  student-athletes  who  are  members  of  such  a 
group.  Only  such  required  fees  may  be  paid  as  a  part  of  an 
institutional  grant-in-aid  for  student-athletes , 

“(b)  Surgical  expenses  to  treat  a  student-athlete’s  illness  or  injury 
that  was  not  a  result  of  practice  for  or  participation  in  inter- 
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collegiate  athletics  at  the  institution  and  did  not  occur  during 
voluntary  physical  activities  that  will  prepare  the  student- 
athlete  for  competition; 

“(c)  Medical  or  hospital  expenses  incurred  as  the  result  of  an  in¬ 
jury  while  going  to  or  from  class ,  or  while  participating  in 
classroom  requirements  (e.g.,  physical  education),  unless 
similar  services  are  provided  by  the  institution  to  all  stu¬ 
dents  or  by  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  institution’s  over¬ 
all  insurance  program;  and 

“(d)  Teeth  cleaning ,  provisional  filling  of  teeth  or  other  dental 
work ,  unless  the  dental  work  is  directly  related  to  injury  to 
the  teeth  that  occurred  during  practice  or  competition 


D.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.5.2,  page  132,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

" 16.5.2  Nonpermissible 

“16.5.2.1  Housing  Benefits .  The  institution  may  not  provide 
an  on-campus  or  off-campus  housing  benefit  (e.g.,  individual 
television  sets  or  stereo  equipment ,  a  recreation  room  or  a 
centralized  television  room,  room  furnishings  or  appoint¬ 
ments  of  extra  quality  or  quantity)  for  student-athletes  that 
is  not  available  on  the  same  basis  to  the  general  student 
body.  The  material  benefits  in  question  are  permissible  only 
if  provided  in  approximately  the  same  ratio  to  at  least  one- 
half  of  all  other  students  utilizing  on-campus  housing  facili¬ 
ties.  Otherwise,  dormitories  with  exclusive  material  housing 
benefits  may  not  be  utilized  by  student-athletes 

E.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.6.2,  page  133,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.6.2  Nonpermissible.  An  institution  may  not  provide  any 
other  expenses  (except  as  permitted  in  16.6.1  and  16.13) 
to  a  student-athlete’s  friends  or  relatives. 

“1 6. 6.2.1  Expenses  for  Visits  by  Friends  and  Relatives.  An  in¬ 
stitution  or  any  of  its  athletics  representatives  may  not  pro¬ 
vide  payment  of  any  expenses  (e.g.,  room,  board,  transporta¬ 
tion)  for  friends  or  relatives  to  visit  a  student-athlete  at  the 
institution  where  he  or  she  is  enrolled. 

“16.6.2.2  Expenses  for  Friends  and  Relatives  to  Attend 
Recognition  Events .  An  institution  or  any  of  its  athletics  rep¬ 
resentatives  may  not  provide  the  friends  or  relatives  of  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  free  admissions  or  meals  in  conjunction  with 
the  institution’s  or  booster  club’s  recognition  banquet. 
“16.6.2.3  Expenses  for  Spouse  to  Attend  All-Star  Game.  An 
institution  or  any  of  its  athletics  representatives  may  not 
provide  payment  of  expenses  for  the  student-athletes  spouse 
to  accompany  him  or  her  to  a  postseason  all-star  football  or 
basketball  game.  Provision  of  such  expenses  is  considered  an 
extra  benefit  to  the  relative  of  a  student-athlete  that  is  not 
available  to  the  relatives  of  the  general  student  body. 
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“16  6.2.4  Other  Expenses.  An  institution  may  not 

any  other  expenses  (except  as  permitted  m  16.6.1  and  16.13) 

to  a  student-athletes  friends  or  relatives. 

“16.6.2.5  Eligibility ^a>nifications-~^stitutwnfor^Rece ipt^ 

^the^enep^receiw^ byci’stu'^nt-athlete’s  frieml^rel^iw 

value  of  the  benefit  to  a  chanty  of  his  or  her  choice.  Ti te  s 
dent-athlete  however,  shall  remain  ineligible  from  the  time 
thTin  ituZn  has  knowledge  of  the  receipt  of  the  mpermim- 

Ue  benefit  until  the  student-athlete  repays  the  benefit  Viola- 

Hons  of  this  bylaw  remain  institutional  violations ,  per  2.8 J, 
^and  documentation  of  the  student-athletes  repayment  shall 
be  forwarded  to  the  enforcement  staff 

F.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.2,  page  136,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“16.8.2  Nonpermissible 

ulfl  8  2  1  Travel  Apparel.  An  institution  may  not  Pr<f 

shuttle  van)  to  on-campus  practice  sites  for  student-ath. 
traochng  to  and  from  their  on-  or 

cept  in  unusual  situations  involving  danger  inclement 
weather  or  other  similar  extenuating  circumstances. 

**  i £  d  o  q  Tf/jimhur^pjTient  for  Travel  to  Practice.  An  ins  ■ 

tudent^Ueteifthsinditndual 
provides  his  or  her  own  transportation  to  attend  prac  t 
an  on-  or  off-campus  site. 

u  1 8  8  2  4  Reimbursement  for  Travel  to  Competition .  n  ins  i 
tution  mafrwt  reimburse  a  student-athlete  for  expenses  in- 
furredZhile  driving  to  an  institutions  off-campus  competi- 
Uon  sUe  if  the  parents  (or  other  relatives  or  friends) 
accompany  the  student-athlete  to  the  competition  site. 

“16  8  2  5  Pregame  Housing— Division  III.  An  institution 
mav  not  provide  on-  or  off-campus  housing  that  is  separate 
from,  the  Student-athletes  regular  housing  prior  to  a  rj8u  ar 
season  home  contest  in  any  sport  on  those  days  when  mstitu- 

his  or  her  chofce* The  student-athlete ,  however ; 
ineligible  from  the  time  the  institution  has  knowledge  of 
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receipt  of  the  impermissible  benefit  until  the  student- athlete 
repays  the  benefit.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  remain  institu¬ 
tional  violations ,  per  2.8.1 ,  and  documentation  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  repayment  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  enforce¬ 
ment  staff. 

G.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.10.2,  page  138,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“  16. 10.2  Nonpermissible 

“  16. 10.2.1  Automobile .  An  institution  may  not  provide  the 
student' athlete  with  an  automobile ,  under  any  circum¬ 
stances. 

“16.10.2.2  Returning  Home  to  Receive  Award.  An  institution 
may  not  pay  the  expenses  of  any  student-athlete  returning 
home  to  receive  an  award  for  athletics  accomplishments  or 
for  other  personal  purposes. 

“16.10.2.3  Summer  Job.  An  institution  may  not  pay  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete's  transportation  expenses  to  or  from  his  or  her 
summer  job,  unless  such  expenses  are  paid  for  all  employees 
in  that  situation .  (See  13.13.2.1.1  for  additional  restrictions 
governing  the  employment  of  student-athletes  by  camps  or 
clinics.) 

* 16.10.2.4  Outside  Event.  An  institution  may  not  pay  trans¬ 
portation  or  other  expenses  for  a  student-athlete  to  attend 
any  athletics  event  when  he  or  she  is  not  representing  the  in¬ 
stitution ,  except  for  established  national  championships  ( in¬ 
cluding  junior  national  championships);  Olympic,  Pan 
American ,  World  Championships,  World  Cup  and  World 
University  Games  qualifying  competition. 

“ 16.10.2.5  Fellowship  of  Christian  Athletes.  An  institution 
may  not  pay  transportation  or  other  expenses  for  a  student- 
athlete  to  attend  Fellowship  of  Christian  Athletes  encamp¬ 
ments  (see  16.11.1.3). 

“ 16.10.2.6  Single-Game  Promotional  Media  Events .  An  insti¬ 
tution  may  not  pay  transportation  or  other  expenses  for  a 
student-athlete  to  attend  special  or  single-game  promotional 
media  events  that  are  not  regularly  established  local  media 
functions. 

u 16.10.2.7  Reimbursement  for  Transportation.  An  institution 
or  its  staff  member  may  not  provide  transportation  ( e.g a 
ride  home  with  a  coach)  to  an  enrolled  student-athlete  even 
if  the  student-athlete  reimburses  the  institution  or  its  staff 
member  for  the  appropriate  amount  of  the  gas  expense. 

“ 16.10.2.8  Eligibility  Ramifications — Restitution  for  Receipt 
of  Improper  Benefits.  For  violations  of  16.10.2  in  which  the 
value  of  the  benefit  is  $25  or  less,  the  eligibility  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  shall  not  be  affected  conditioned  upon  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  repaying  the  value  of  the  benefit  to  a  charity  of 
his  or  her  choice.  The  student-athlete,  however,  shall  remain 
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ineligible  from  the  time  the  institution  hasknowledgeofhe 
receipt  of  the  impermissible  benefit  until  the  student-athlete 
repays  the  benefit.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  remain  institu¬ 
tional  violations,  per  2.8.1  and  d^umenJf°nt°h^foS^e. 
dent- athlete’s  repayment  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  enfor 

ment  staff  * 

H.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.11.2,  pages  139-140,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“16.1L2  Nonpermissible 

“16  1121  Unitemized  Expenses .  A  student-athlete  may  not 
accept  money  for  unspecified  or  unitemized  expenses  from 
any  organization  or  individual . 

“16  11  2.2  Prohibited  Expenses.  A  student-athlete  may  not 
accept  money  for  expenses  that  are  prohibited  by  the  rules 
governing  an  amateur  noncollegiate  event  m  which  the  indi¬ 
vidual  participates. 

“16  11.2.3  Broken-Time  Payments.  The  receipt  by  a  student- 
athlete  of  compensation  for  a  financial  loss^ 
absence  from  employment  (i.e,  “6rofem-ame  p<2ymen^  ex 
cept  as  permitted  in  12.4.2.2,  16.11.1.1  and  16.11.1.1.1,  is 

prohibited . 

“16.1 1.2.4  Sponsors.  An  individual  (e.g.,  tennis  player  or 
golfer)  who  is  not  representing  an  educational  institution 
during  participation  in  athletics  competition  may  ^  ac^cpt 
any  expenses,  or  any  other  form  of  compensation  to) oarti ic  - 
pate  in  the  competition  from  any  sponsor  other  than  an  indi¬ 
vidual  upon  whom  the  athlete  is  naturally  or  legally  depen¬ 
dent  or  the  organization  (other  than  a  professional  sports 
organization)  that  is  sponsoring  the  competition. 

“16  11  2  5  Expenses  Based  on  Place  Finish.  Receipt  °fex' 
peases  is  prohibited  when  the  amount  received  is  based,  on 
the  individual’s  place  finish  achieved  m  the  competition  (e.g., 
tennis,  golf  track  and  field). 

“16  11  2  6  FCA  Encampments.  A  student-athlete  may  not  ac- 
cept  expenses  from  any  athletically  related  organization  to 

attend  Fellowship  of  Christian  Athletes  enc“mf^rh  prMDS 
tionally  recognized  service  organizations  and  church  groups 
(including  the  Fellowship  of  Christian  Athletes)  may  under¬ 
write  the  actual  and  necessary  expenses  for  such  attendance. 
“16  112  7  Eligibility  Ramifications — Restitution  for  Receipt 
of  improper  Benefits.  For  violations  of  16.11*  in  which  the 
value  of  the  benefit  is  $25  or  less,  the  eligibility  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  shall  not  be  affected  conditioned  upon  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  repaying  the  value  of  the  benefit  to  a  charity  of 
his^orherchofce!  The  student-athlete,  however, shall  remain 
ineligible  from  the  time  the  institution  has  knowledge  of  the  re 
ceiptofthe  impermissible  benefit  until  the  student-athlete  re¬ 
pays  the  benefit.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  remain  institutional 
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violations,  per  2.8.1,  and  documentation  of  the  student-ath¬ 
lete’s  repayment  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  enforcement  staff” 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.2,  pages  141-142,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.12.2  Nonpermissible 

“16.12.2.1  General  Rule.  The  student-athlete  shall  not  receive 
any  extra  benefit.  The  term  “ extra  benefit ”  refers  to  any  spe¬ 
cial  arrangement  by  an  institutional  employee  or  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  institution’s  athletics  interests  to  provide  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  or  his  or  her  relatives  or  friends  with  a  benefit 
not  expressly  authorized  by  NCAA  legislation. 

“16.12.2.2  Discounts  and  Credits.  A  student-athlete  may  not 
receive  a  special  discount ,  payment  arrangement  or  credit  on 
a  purchase  (e.g.,  airline  ticket,  clothing)  or  a  service  (e.g., 
laundry,  dry  cleaning)  from  an  institutional  employee  or  a 
representative  of  its  athletics  interests. 

“16.12.2.2.1  Free  or  Reduced-Cost  Services.  An  athletics 
representative  may  not  provide  a  student -athlete  with 
professional  services  (for  which  a  fee  normally  would  be 
charged)  without  charge  or  at  a  reduced  cost  except  as 
permitted  elsewhere  in  this  bylaw.  Professional  services 
provided  at  less  than  the  normal  rate  or  at  no  expense  to 
a  student-athlete  are  considered  an  extra  benefit  unless 
they  are  available  on  the  same  basis  to  the  general  stu¬ 
dent  body. 

“ 16.12.2.2,2  Telephones  and  Credit  Cards .  It  is  not  per¬ 
missible  to  allow  a  student-athlete  to  use  a  telephone  or 
credit  card  for  personal  reasons  without  charge  or  at  a 
reduced  cost. 

“ 16.12.2.2.3  Entertainment  Services.  A  student -athlete 
may  not  receive  services  (e.g.,  movie  tickets,  dinners,  use 
of  car)  from  commercial  agencies  (e.g.,  movie  theaters, 
restaurants,  car  dealers)  without  charge  or  at  reduced 
rates,  or  free  or  reduced-cost  admission  to  professional 
athletics  contests  from  professional  sports  organizations, 
unless  such  services  also  are  available  to  the  student 
body  in  general . 

“16.12.2.3  Other  Prohibited  Benefits.  An  institutional  em¬ 
ployee  or  representative  of  the  institution’s  athletics  interests 
may  not  provide  a  student-athlete  with  extra  benefits  or  ser¬ 
vices,  including,  but  not  limited  to: 

“(a)  A  loan  of  money; 

“(b)  A  guarantee  of  bond; 

“(c)  The  use  of  an  automobile;  or 

“(d)  Signing  or  cosigning  a  note  with  an  outside  agency  to 
arrange  a  loan. 

“16.12.2.4  Preferential  Treatment .  A  student-athlete  may  not 
receive  preferential  treatment ,  benefits  or  services  for  his  or 
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her  athletics  reputation  or  skill  or  pay-back  potential  as  a  fu¬ 
ture  professional  athlete  (see  16.12.1.4  for  disabhng-mjury 
insurance  exception). 

“16.12.2.5  Camp  Concession .  It  is  not  permissible  for  a  mem- 
ber  institution  or  a  member  of  Us  athletics  department  staff 
conducting  a  sports  camp  to  permit  a  **ldent£%l*jt  £% 
rolled  in  the  institution )  to  operate,  at  the  student-athletes 
own  expense,  a  concession  selling  items  related  to  or  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  camp  to  campers  or  others  m  attendance  (see 
also  13.13.1.5.4.2). 

“16  12.2.6  Athletics  Equipment.  A  student-athlete  may  no 
accept  athletics  equipment,  supplies  or  Nothing  (e.g., tennis 
racquets,  golf  clubs,  hockey  sticks ,  balls,  shirts)  from  a  man¬ 
ufacturer  or  commercial  enterprise.  Such  items  "Wf6  Pro¬ 
vided  to  the  student-athlete's  institution,  to  be  utilized,  by  the 
institution’s  team  in  accordance  with  accepted  practices  for 
issuance  and  retrieval  of  athletics  equipment. 

“16  12  2  7  Sponsor  Families.  A  member  institution  shall  not 
permit  individuals  outside  the  institution  to  serve  as  spon¬ 
sors”  or  “ families ”  for  student-athletes  who  are  enrolled  in 
the  institution  unless  such  a  sponsorship  program  exists  to 
provide  the  same  benefits  and  support  services  to  all  stu¬ 
dents  at  the  institution.  . 

“ 16.12.2.8  Civic-Group  Gifts.  A  member  institution  shall  not 
permit  a  civic  group  to  provide  a  student-athlete  a  trip  to  a 
postseason  football  game  or  to  pay  summer-camp  expenses 
for  a  student-athlete. 

“16  12.2.9  Assistance  in  Payment  of  Bills.  A  member  institu¬ 
tion  is  not  permitted  to  administer  a  fund  for  a  fadent-ath- 
lete  (even  if  funds  are  provided  by  the  student-athlete)  in 
order  to  assist  the  student-athlete  in  making  payments  for 
various  personal  expenses  (e.g.,  utility  bills,  rent,  fees  and  en¬ 
tertainment  expenses)  unless  the  institution  provides  such, 
service  to  all  students  and  formal  accounting  procedures  are 

“16.12.2.10  Eligibility  Ramifications— Resjl}flon. 
ceipt  of  Improper  Benefits.  For  violations  of  16.12  2  tn  wjitch 
the  value  of  the  benefit  is  $25  or  less,  the  eligibility  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  shall  not  be  affected  conditioned  upon  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  repaying  the  value  of  the  benefit  to  a  cljarl^  °/ 
his  or  her  choice.  The  student-athlete,  however,  shall  renlaln 
ineligible  from  the  time  the  institution  has  knowledge  of  the 
receipt  of  the  impermissible  benefit  until  the  student-athlete 
repays  the  benefit.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  remain  in stitu ■ 
tional  violations,  per  2.8.1,  and  documentation  of  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  repayment  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  enforce- 
merit  staff” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis- 
lation. 
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Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  that  the  lists  of  permissible  ac¬ 
tivities  is  exhaustive.  If  an  activity  is  not  listed  on  the  permissi¬ 
ble  list,  it  is  not  permissible.  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the 
committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  these  lists  of  nonpermis- 
sible  activities. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  amend  legislation  that  permits  institutions  to  provide 
complimentary  tickets  only  to  persons  designated  by  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.2.1,  pages  129,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.2.1.1  Institutional  Contests  in  the  Student- Athlete’s  Sport.  An 
institution  may  provide  four  complimentary  admissions  per  home 
or  away  contest  to  a  student-athlete  in  the  sport  in  which  the  indi¬ 
vidual  participates  (either  practices  or  competes),  regardless  of 
whether  the  student-athlete  competes  in  the  contest.  Compli¬ 
mentary  tickets  shall  be  distributed  only  to  persons  des¬ 
ignated  by  the  student-athlete. 

[16.2.1.1.2  and  16.2.1.1.3  unchanged.] 

“16.2.1.4  Division  III  Regulations.  Complimentary  tickets  shall 
be  distributed  only  to  persons  designated  by  the  student -athlete. 
The  institution  shall  be  responsible  for  this  administrative  proce¬ 
dure,  and  the  student-athlete’s  eligibility  shall  be  affected  by  in¬ 
volvement  in  action  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  16.2.1.1  and 
16.2.2.1 ” 

[16.2.1.5  renumbered  as  16.2.1.4,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation  and  in  an  attempt  to  make 
the  Division  III  Manual  more  user-friendly,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  this  change  to  NCAA  Bylaw  16.2.1.1,  The  committee 
believes  that  such  a  change  will  further  clarify  permissible  pro¬ 
cedures  with  regards  to  complimentary  tickets. 

Action:  Adopted. 

H^iNOT73^Dfereg^l5)i?BE^raTSkOR'sjlJDENT^THIiETESl 

Intent:  To  permit  Division  III  institutions  to  provide  benefits  to  student- 
athletes  only  if  such  benefits  are  available  to  students  in  general. 
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A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.3,  page  130,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16  3  ACADEMIC  AND  OTHER  SUPPORT  SERVICES.  An  »n- 

stitutionmay  finance  academic  and  other  support  ser¬ 
vices  for  student-athletes  provided  such  services  are  pro¬ 
vided  or  are  available  to  students  in  general. 

“  16.3.2  Permissible.  Academic  and  other  support  services 
that  may  be  financed  by  an  institution  are: 

“(a)  Tutoring  expenses; 

“(b)  Drug-rehabilitation  program  expenses; 

“(c)  Counseling  expenses  related  to  the  treatment  of  eating 
disorders;  . 

“(d)  On-campus  student  development  and  career  counseling 
(including  the  provision  of  related  materials  of  little  or 
no  commercial  value  to  student-athletes)  utilizing  out- 
side  resources; 

“(e)  Future  professional  athletics  career  counseling  from  a 
naneL  of  at  least  three  persons  appointed  by  the 
dons  chief  executive  officer  (or  fus  or  her  designated 
representative  from  outside  the  athletics  deR°r^e”tf 
Not  more  than  one  such  panel  member  may  be  an  ath¬ 
letics  department  staff  member,  and  all  other  panel 

members’must  be  selected  by  the  ™lUfZT0Zsk7t% 
it-  full-time  employees  who  are  employed  outside  ine 
aktticsTpanmeft.AU  panel  members  shall  be  identi- 
fied  to  the  national  office  (see  12.3 .4) , 

ceeTngs  thaf  result  from  tie  student-athletes  involve- 
meat  in  athletics  practice  or  competitive  events.  The  cos 
of  legal  representation  in  such  proceedings  also  may  be 
provided  by  the  institution  (or  a  representative  of  its 
athletics  interests); 

“(g)  Use  of  computers  and  typewriters;  and  .  , 

specified  in  the  institutions  catalog . 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.5,  pages  131-132,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

u.n  ~  HOUSING  AND  MEALS.  An  institution  may  finance 

Uc^patuin^n 

ing  and  benefits  are  available  to  students  in  genera  . 

“16  'S  1  Permissible.  Exceptions.  Identified  housing  and 
meal  benefits  incidental  to  a  student's  participation 
collegiate  athletics  that  may  be  financed  by  the  institution 

Summer  Dormitory  Rentals.  An  institution  may  rent 
atThe  regular  institutional  rate ,  dormitory  space  to  a 
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prospective  or  enrolled  student -athlete  during  the 
summer  months  if  it  is  the  institutions  policy  to  make 
dormitory  space  available  on  the  same  basis  to  ail 
prospective  or  enrolled  students  (see  1 5. 2. 2. 4  for  permis¬ 
sible  housing  benefits  for  student- athletes  eligible  to  re¬ 
ceive  financial  aid  while  attending  summer  school), 

“(b)  Preseason  Practice  Expenses.  The  institution  may  pro¬ 
vide  the  cost  of  room  and  board  to  student-athletes  who 
report  for  preseason  practice  prior  to  the  start  ot  the 
academic  year,  it  being  understood  that  the  student- 
athlete  has  been  accepted  for  admission  to  the  institu¬ 
tion  at  the  time  such  benefits  are  received;  and 
“(d)  Meals  Incidental  to  Participation .  Student-athletes  who 
are  not  receiving  athletically  related  financial  aid  (e.g., 
walk-ons)  may  receive  the  benefit  of  a  training-table 
meal  during  the  permissible  playing  and  practice  sea¬ 
son  in  those  instances  in  which  the  student-athlete  s 
schedule  is  affected  by  involvement  in  practice  activities, 
provided  the  student-athlete  previously  has  paid  for  the 
same  meal  (e.g.,  dinner)  at  an  institutional  dining  facit- 
ity;  further,  all  student-athletes  are  permitted  to  receive 
a  pre-  or  postgame  meal  or  snack  as  a  benefit  incidental 
to  participation;  and ” 

[16.5. l-(e)  relettered  as  16.5.1-(b),  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  Division  III  philosophy  states  that  student-athletes 
should  not  be  treated  differently  than  students  in  general.  Con¬ 
sistent  with  this  philosophy,  the  committee  believes  that  these 
changes  will  clarify  legislation  that  permits  institutions  to  pro¬ 
vide  academic  support  services  and  housing  and  meal  benefits  to 
student-athletes  as  provided  to  students  in  general. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  amend  legislation  that  permits  institutions  to  provide 
medical  expense  benefits  incidental  to  a  student-athlete  s  partic¬ 
ipation  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.4,  pages  130-131,  as  follows. 

[Division  III  only] 

<(16,4  MEDICAL  EXPENSES.  An  institution  may  finance 
medical  expense  benefits  incidental  to  a  student-athlete  s 
participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics. 

“16.4.1  Permissible.  Identified  medical  expense  benefits  inci¬ 
dental  to  a  student's  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics 
that  may  be  financed  by  the  institution  are: 

“(a)  Athletics  medical  insurance ; 
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“(b)  Death  and  dismemberment  insurance  for  travel  connect - 
ed  with  intercollegiate  athletics  competition  and  practice; 

“(c)  Drug- rehabilitation  expenses; 

“(d)  Counseling  expenses  related  to  the  treatment  of  eating 
disorders ; 

“(e)  Special  individual  expenses  resulting  from  a  perma¬ 
nent  disability  that  precludes  further  athletics  partici¬ 
pation.  The  illness  or  injury  producing  the  disability 
must  involve  a  former  student-athlete  or  have  occurred 
while  the  student-athlete  was  enrolled  at  the  institution , 
or  while  the  prospective  student-athlete  was  on  an  offi¬ 
cial  paid  visit  to  the  institution's  campus .  An  institution 
or  outside  agency,  or  both,  may  raise  money  through  do¬ 
nations,  benefits  or  like  activities  to  assist  the  student- 
athlete  or  a  prospective  student-athlete .  All  funds  se¬ 
cured  shall  be  controlled  by  the  institution,  and  the 
money  shall  be  used  exclusively  to  meet  these  expenses; 

“(f)  Glasses,  contact  lenses  or  protective  eyewear  ( e.g gog¬ 
gles)  for  student-athletes  who  require  visual  correction 
in  order  to  participate  in  intercollegiate  athletics; 

“(g)  Medical  examinations  at  any  time  for  enrolled  student- 
athletes; 

a(h)  Expenses  for  medical  treatment  (including  transporta¬ 
tion  and  other  related  costs)  incurred  by  a  student-ath¬ 
lete  as  a  result  of  an  athletically  related  injury .  Such 
expenses  may  include  the  cost  of  traveling  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  medical  treatment  or  the  provision  of  actual  and 
necessary  living  expenses  for  the  student-athlete  to  be 
treated  at  a  site  on  or  off  the  campus  during  the  sum¬ 
mer  months  while  the  student-athlete  is  not  actually  at¬ 
tending  classes .  Medical  documentation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  support  the  necessity  of  the  treatment  at  the 
location  in  question; 

“(j)  Surgical  expenses  to  a  student- athlete  (including  a  par¬ 
tial  qualifier  or  a  nonqualifier)  who  ts  injured  during 
the  academic  year  while  participating  in  voluntary 
physical  activities  that  will  prepare  the  student-athlete 
for  competition; 

“(l)  Medication  and  physical  therapy  utilized  by  a  student- 
athlete  during  the  academic  year  to  enable  the  individu¬ 
al  to  participate  in  intercollegiate  athletics,  regardless 
of  whether  the  injury  or  illness  is  the  result  of  intercolle¬ 
giate  competition  or  practice ; 

“(m)  Medication  and  physical  therapy  utilized  by  a  student- 
athlete  (even  if  the  student-athlete  is  not  a  full-time  stu¬ 
dent)  during  the  academic  year  to  enable  the  individual 
to  participate  in  intercollegiate  athletics,  only  if  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  resides  on  campus  (or  in  the  local  commu¬ 
nity  of  the  institution)  and  appropriate  medical  docu - 
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mentation  is  available  to  establish  that  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  is  unable  to  attend  the  institution  as  a  full-time  stu¬ 
dent  as  a  result  of  the  student- athlete's  injury  or  illness; 
and 

“(n)  Preseason  dental  examinations  conducted  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  a  regular  preseason  physical  examination .” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  X,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  committee  recommends  this  revision  to  NCAA 
Bylaw  16.4  to  indicate  that  Division  III  institutions  may  provide 
medical  expense  benefits  incidental  to  a  student- athlete’s  partic¬ 
ipation  in  intercollegiate  athletics.  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation, 
the  committee  also  recommends  the  deletion  of  the  list  of  per¬ 
missible  expenses  in  16.4-(a)  through  16.4-0)  inasmuch  as  any 
medical  expense  incidental  to  a  student-athlete’s  participation  in 
intercollegiate  athletics  may  be  financed  by  the  institution. 


Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  specific  legislation  relating  to  awards  and  benefits. 
A*  Bylaws:  Amend  16.6.1.1,  page  132,  as  follows; 

[Division  III] 

“16.6.1.1  Expenses  for  Spouse  /  Children  to  Postseason  Football 
Game .  The  institution  may  provide  the  cost  of  actual  and  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  (e.g.,  transportation,  lodging,  meals  and  expenses 
associated  with  team  entertainment  functions)  for  the  spouse 
and  children  of  an  eligible  student-athlete  to  accompany  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  to  a  certified  postseason  football  game  or  an  NCAA 
championship  in  the  sport  of  football.7' 

B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.10.1,  page  138,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.10. 1.1  Awards  or  Recognition  Meetings.  An  institution  or  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  its  athletics  interests  (through  the  institution)  may 
provide  actual  and  necessary  expenses  to  transport  a  team  to 
awards  or  recognition  meetings  specified  in  16.1.6,  16.1.7.3  and 
16.1.7.4. 

“16.10.1.2  Goodwill  Tours.  The  institution  may  pay  the  actual 
and  necessary  expenses  for  a  student-athlete  to  participate  in  a 
preseason  goodwill  tour  to  promote  its  intercollegiate  athletics 
program,  provided  the  tour  does  not  involve  more  than  two  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  in  the  same  sport  who  have  eligibility  remaining 
and  is  confined  to  the  state  in  which  the  institution  is  located,  or 
within  100  miles  of  the  institution's  main  campus,  if  out  of  state.” 
[16.10.1.3  through  16.10.1.11  renumbered  at  16.10.1.1  through 
16.10.1.9,  unchanged.] 
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Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis- 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  a  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends 
the  deletion  of  these  bylaws.  The  committee  believes  that  cur¬ 
rent  legislation  is  not  appropriate  due  to  the  inherent  budgetary 
restrictions  of  Division  III  athletics  departments. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  amend  permissible  actual  and  necessary  expenses  and 
departure/retum  regulations  by  reformattmg  the  legislation. 

A.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.7.1,  page  133,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“16  7  I  Away-From-Home  Contests.  The  institution  may  pay  the 
actual  costs  (but  may  not  provide  cash)  for  reasonable  entertain¬ 
ment  that  takes  place  within  a  100-mile  radius  of  where  ^  team 
plays  or  practices  in  connection  with  an  away-from-home  contest 
or  en  route  to  or  from  such  a  contest.  It  is  not  permissible  for 
a  team  to  depart  more  than  48  hours  pnor  to  or  to  remain 
more  than  36  hours  after  an  event  or  to  transport  the 
team  to  another  area  for  entertainment  purposes. 

[16.7.1.1  unchanged.] 

“J6  7  2  Departure  I  Return  Restrictions.  It  is  not  permissible  for  a 
team  to  depart  more  than  48  hours  prior  to  or  to  remain  more 
than  36  hours  after  an  event  or  to  transport  the  team  to  another 
area  for  entertainment  purposes. 

“16.7.2.1  Exceptions .  The  time  limitations  related  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  travel  expenses  do  not  apply  in  the  following  cir¬ 
cumstances: 

u(a)  Travel  prior  to  and  following  contests  in  Hawaii  or 
Alaska; 

“(b)  Travel  prior  to  and  following  contests  in  the  48  contigu¬ 
ous  states  for  member  institutions  located  in  Hawaii 
and  Alaska; 

% c)  Travel  prior  to  and  following  regular  season  competition 
that  takes  place  during  the  institutions  official  vacation 

period  during  the  academic  year; 

“(d)  Travel  prior  to  contests  in  NCAA  championship  events, 
NGB  championship  events  in  an  emerging  sport  or  cer¬ 
tified  postseason  football  games;  or 
“(e)  Travel  prior  to  the  National  Football  Foundation  Hall 
of  Fame  benefit  game  or  the  American  Football  Coaches 
Retirement  Trust  benefit  game.” 

[16.7.3  and  16.7.4  renumbered  as  16.7,2  and  16.7.3,  unchanged.] 
B.  Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.1.2,  page  134,  as  follows: 
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[Division  III] 

“  16.8. 1.2  Competition  While  Representing  Institution.  An  insti¬ 
tution  may  provide  actual  and  necessary  travel  expenses  (e.g., 
transportation,  lodging  and  meals)  to  a  student-athlete  for 
participation  in  athletics  competition,  provided  the  student-ath¬ 
lete  competes  in  the  uniform  of  the  institution  andy  who  is  eligi¬ 
ble  for  collegiate  the  competition,  provided  the  student- ath¬ 
lete  departs  for  the  competition  no  earlier  than  48  hours 
prior  to  the  start  of  the  actual  competition  and  remains 
no  more  than  36  hours  following  the  conclusion  of  the  ac¬ 
tual  competition  even  if  the  student-athlete  does  not  re¬ 
turn  with  the  team.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  institutional  violations  per  2.8.1,  however,  they  shall  not 
affect  the  student-athlete’s  eligibility.  Such  competition  includes: 
u(a)  Regularly  scheduled  intercollegiate  athletics  events; 

“(b)  NCAA  championship  events  and  NGB  championship  events 
in  an  emerging  sport; 

u(c)  A  certified  postseason  football  game  (see  18.7  and  30.9  for 
conditions  required  for  certification); 

“(d)  Noncollegiate  open,  amateur  competition;  and 
“(e)  Other  institutional  competition  permissible  under  NCAA 
legislation,  including  postseason  events. 

“16,8. 1.2.1  Departure  / Return  Expense  Restrictions.  An  eligi¬ 
ble  student-athlete  may  receive  actual  and  necessary  travel 
expenses  to  represent  the  institution  in  athletics  competition, 
provided  the  student-athlete  departs  for  the  competition  no 
earlier  than  48  hours  prior  to  the  start  of  the  actual  competi¬ 
tion  and  remains  no  more  than  36  hours  following  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  actual  competition  even  if  the  student-athlete 
does  not  return  with  the  team” 

[16.8.1.2.1,1  renumbered  as  16.8.1.2.1,  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  that  current  legislation  is  not 
appropriate  due  to  the  inherent  budgetary  restrictions  of  Divi¬ 
sion  III  athletics  departments.  In  a  spirit  of  deregulation,  the 
committee  recommends  the  deletion  of  these  bylaws. 

Action:  Withdrawn. 


Intent:  To  amend  legislation  relating  to  permissible  team  trans¬ 
portation  that  may  be  provided  by  an  institution  to  a  student- 
athlete  that  occurs  during  a  vacation  period. 
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Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.1.5,  pages  135-136,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.8.1.5  Travel  to  NCAA  Championships,  NGB  Championships 
in  Emerging  Sports  and  Postseason  Bowl  Games  during  Vacation 
Period.  The  institution  may  provide  team  transportation 
for  a  student-athlete  to  travel  from  campus  to  the  site  of 
an  NCAA  championship  or  NGB  championship  in  an 
emerging  sport. 

“16.8.1.5.1  General  Rule .  The  institution  may  provide  team 
transportation  for  a  student-athlete  to  travel  from  campus  to 
the  site  of  an  NCAA  championship ,  NGB  championship  in 
an  emerging  sport  or  a  postseason  bowl  game  and  back  to 
campus. 

“16.8.1.5.1.1  Exceptions 

“(a)  Student-Athlete  Does  Not  Use  Team  Transportation. 
If  the  student-athlete  goes  home  during  the  vacation 
period ,  the  institution  may  provide  (in  lieu  of  team 
transportation)  the  greater  of  the  transportation 
costs  for  the  student- athlete  to  travel  from: 

“(l)  Campus  to  the  event  site  and  back  to  campus ; 

“( 2 )  Campus  to  the  student-athlete’s  home  and  back 
to  campus;  or 

“(3)  The  student-athlete’s  home  to  the  event  site  and 
back  home. 

“(b)  Student-Athlete  Uses  “Leg”  of  Team  Transportation. 
An  institution  that  provides  one  “leg”  of  actual  team 
transportation  (i.e.,  campus  to  the  event  site  or  from 
the  event  site  back  to  campus)  must  deduct^the^ 
value  of  the  actual  transportation  cost  of  that  “leg” 
from  the  allowance  provided  the  student-athlete  in 
(a)  above. 

u(c)  Second  Trip  Home.  If  a  student-athlete  either  uses 
team  transportation  to  travel  from  campus  to  the 
event  site  and  back  to  campus ,  or  participates  in  an 
event  that  takes  place  in  the  institution’s  home  com¬ 
munity ,  and  also  has  personally  paid  for  a  round- 
trip  ticket  home  during  that  same  vacation  period , 
that  student-athlete  may  be  provided  actual  trans¬ 
portation  expenses  to  travel  between  campus  and 
home  on  a  second  occasion  during  that  same 
period ” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  In  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  recommends 
these  changes  to  NCAA  Bylaw  16.8.1.5  to  clarify  permissible 
team  transportation  that  an  institution  may  provide  for  student- 
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athletes  in  traveling  to  an  NCAA  championship  or  NBG  champi¬ 
onship  in  an  emerging  sport  during  the  vacation  period.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  committee  feels  that  the  exceptions  set  forth  in 
16.8.5.1.1  are  not  appropriate  in  Division  III. 


Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  legislation  that  permits  student-athletes  in  the 
sport  of  golf  to  miss  class  time  for  practice  activities. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.1.8,  page  149,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.1.8  Missed  Class  Time—  Division  III  Practice.  No  class 
time  shall  be  missed  for  practice  activities  except  when  a 
team  is  traveling  to  an  away-from-home  contest  and  the 
practice  is  in  conjunction  with  the  contest. 

“17.1.8.1  Missed  Class  Time  for  Practice  Activities — Football 
and  Basketball  and  Both  Segments  in  All  Other  Sports  ex¬ 
cept  Golf.  In  the  sports  of  football  and  basketball  and  during 
the  traditional  and  nontraditional  segments  in  all  other 
sports  except  golf  no  class  time  shall  be  missed  for  practice 
activities  except  when  a  team  is  traveling  to  an  away-from- 
home  contest  and  the  practice  is  in  conjunction  with  the  con¬ 
test .n 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis¬ 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Current  legislation  permits  student-athletes  in  the  sport 
of  golf  to  miss  class  time  for  practice  activities.  The  committee 
believes  that  all  sports  should  be  treated  consistently  and,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Division  III  philosophy,  intercollegiate  athlet¬ 
ics  should  only  support  the  institution’s  educational  mission.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  in  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee 
recommends  the  deletion  of  this  exception  for  student-athletes  to 
miss  class  time  for  practice  in  the  sport  of  golf. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  delete  legislation  that  permits  one  student-athlete  from  a 
member  institution’s  football  team  to  practice  or  compete  as  a 
member  of  an  outside  amateur  football  team  outside  of  the  play¬ 
ing  season. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.10.8.1.1,  page  179,  as  follows: 
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[Division  III] 

“17  10  8  1  1  Out-of-Season,  Noncollegiate,  Amateur  Competition . 
It  is  permissible  for  only  one  student-athlete  from  a  member  in¬ 
stitution’s  football  team  to  practice  or  compete  as  a  member  of  an 
outside  amateur  football  team  outside  the  playing  season  (exc ept 
as  provided  in  17.10.8.1.2),  provided  no  member  of  the  alhlftics 
department  from  the  institution  in  which  such  a  student-athlete 
is  enrolled  is  involved  with  the  team  m  any  way  (e.g.,  coach,  offi- 
cial,  player).1' 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legis- 
lation. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  committee  believes  that  Bylaw  17.10.8.1,  which 
states  that  a  student-athlete  is  ineligible  for  intercollegiate  com¬ 
petition  in  football  if  the  following  enrollment  in  college  and  dur¬ 
ing  anv  vear  in  which  the  student-athlete  is  a  member  of  an  in¬ 
tercollegiate  football  squad  or  team,  the  student-athlete 
competes  or  has  competed  as  a  member  of  any  outside  football 
team  in  any  noncollegiate  amateur  competition,  prohibits  this 
exception.  Thus,  in  the  spirit  of  deregulation,  the  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  the  deletion  of  this  bylaw. 

Action:  Adopted. 


AWARDS  AND  BENEFITS 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  provide  meal  expenses  to  a  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  who  serves  on  a  university  committee  when  he  or 
she  misses  a  regular  meal  as  a  result  of  a  committee  meeting 
conducted  when  regular  institutional  dining  facilities  are  open. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.5.1,  pages  131-132,  as  follows. 

[Division  III] 

“16.5.1  Permissible.  Identified  housing  and  meal  benefits  inci¬ 
dental  to  a  student’s  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics 
that  may  be  financed  by  the  institution  are: 

[16.5.1-(a)  through  16.5.1-(e)  unchanged.] 

“(f)  Meals  Related  to  Institutional  Committee  Service.  A 
student-athlete  who  serves  on  an  institutional  com¬ 
mittee  may  receive  expenses  to  cover  the  cost  of  a 
meal  missed  as  a  result  of  a  committee  meeting  that 
occurs  when  regular  institutional  dining  facilities  are 
open.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun- 
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cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  student- athlete  welfare  proposal  will  permit  all  stu¬ 
dent-athletes  who  serve  on  institutional  committees  (i.e.,  Stu¬ 
dent-Athlete  Advisory  Committee)  to  receive  expenses  to  coyer 
the  cost  of  missed  meals  that  occur  during  a  committee  meeting 
when  regular  institutional  dining  facilities  are  open,  provided 
such  expenses  are  available  to  students  in  general. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  an  institution  may  provide  room  and  board  ex¬ 
penses  for  a  specific  period  of  time  to  student-athletes  who  return 
to  the  institution’s  campus  during  a  vacation  period  following 
institutional  competition. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.5.1,  pages  131-132,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.5.1  Permissible.  Identified  housing  and  meal  benefits  inci¬ 
dental  to  a  student’s  participation  in  intercollegiate  athletics 
that  may  be  financed  by  the  institution  are: 

[I6,5,l-(a)  through  16.5. l-(d)  unchanged.] 

“(e)  Vacation-Period  Expenses.  The  institution  may  provide  the 
cost  of  room  and  board  to  student-athletes  (during  the  insti¬ 
tution's  official  institutional  vacation  periods  during  the 
regular  academic  year)  when  in  the  following  circum¬ 
stances: 

“(1)  StaGfenf-athletes  who  are  required  to  remain  on  the  in¬ 
stitution’s  campus  for  organized  practice  sessions  or 
competition  during  the  institution’s  official  vaca¬ 
tion  period  during  the  regular  academic  year.  If 
the  student-athlete  lives  at  home  during  the  vacation 
period,  the  cost  of  room  and  board  may  not  be  provided 
by  the  institution,  other  than  to  permit  the  student- ath¬ 
lete  to  participate  in  team  meals  incidental  to  practice 
sessions.  If  an  institution  does  not  provide  a  meal  to  its 
student-athletes,  a  cash  allowance  may  be  provided,  not 
to  exceed  the  amount  provided  by  the  institution  to  in¬ 
stitutional  staff  members  on  away  from  campus  trips. 
“(2)  Student-athletes  who  return  to  campus  during 
the  institution’s  official  vacation  period  occur¬ 
ring  during  a  regular  academic  term  (e.g.,  not  in¬ 
cluding  vacation  periods  between  terras)  from 
competition  as  outlined  in  16.8.1.2-(a)  through 
16.8.1. 2- (e).  Under  such  circumstances,  room  and 
board  expenses  may  be  provided  beginning  with 
the  student-athlete’s  arrival  on  campus  until  the 
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institution’s  regular  dormitories  and  dining  facilities 
reopen.  If  the  student-athlete  lives  at  home  during 
the  vacation  period,  the  cost  of  room  and  board  may 
not  be  provided  by  the  institution. 

"(3)  Student-athletes  who  return  to  campus  during  the 
institution’s  official  vacation  period  between  regular 
academic  terms  (e.g.,  summer-vacation  period)  from 
competition  as  outlined  in  16.8.1.2-(a)  through 
16.8,1.2-(e).  Under  such  circumstances,  room  and 
board  expenses  may  be  provided  for  no  more  than  a 
48-hour  period,  beginning  with  the  student-athlete’s 
return  to  campus.  If  the  student-athlete  lives  at  home 
during  the  vacation  period,  the  cost  of  room  and 
board  may  not  be  provided  by  the  institution.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management 
Council  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  It  is  a  common  occurrence  for  an  institution’s  team  to  re¬ 
turn  to  campus  from  season-ending  competition  (e.g.,  last  regu¬ 
lar-season  contest,  conference  tournament,  postseason  tourna¬ 
ment)  during  an  institutional  vacation  period.  Under  the  current 
legislation,  it  is  not  permissible  for  the  institution  to  provide  any 
expenses  to  student-athletes  once  they  arrive  back  on  campus, 
even  if  dormitories  and  dining  facilities  are  closed.  Although  the 
current  legislation  does  allow  institutions  to  provide  travel  ex¬ 
penses  to  student-athletes  for  a  period  of  time  up  to  36  hours  fol¬ 
lowing  the  end  of  the  competition,  this  does  not  include  room 
and  board  expenses  once  student-athletes  have  returned  to  the 
institution’s  campus.  This  proposal  would  provide  institutions 
with  the  discretion  of  providing  room  and  board  for  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  in  these  situations. 


Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  permit  intercollegiate  teams  in  the  sport  of  rowing  to 
travel  up  to  200  miles,  outside  the  institution’s  state,  to  engage 
in  practice  activities  that  occur  during  an  institution’s  academic 
term  when  necessitated  by  weather  conditions. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.8.1.1.3,  page  134,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

"16.8.1.1.3  Women’s  Rowing — Weather  Exception.  In  the  sport  of 
women’s  rowing,  a  member  institution  may  transport  a  team  to 
a  practice  site  beyond  the  mileage  limitations  of  16.8.1.1  if  ne¬ 
cessitated  by  weather  conditions.  If  Such  practice  activities  are 
conducted  during  an  institution’s  academic  term,  the 
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practice  activities  shall  occur  only  during  an  institution's  offi¬ 
cial  vacation  period  and  at  a  site  located  within  the  member 
institution’s  state  or,  if  outside  the  state,  no  more  than 
200  miles  from  the  institution’s  campus.  All  practice  ac¬ 
tivities  must  be  within  the  institution’s  declared  playing  and 
practice  season  in  the  sport  of  women’s  rowing.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  The  sport  of  rowing  is  similar  to  skiing,  inasmuch  as 
both  sports  have  a  facility  requirement  dependent  on  access  to 
natural  as  opposed  to  man-made  venues.  Due  to  weather  condi¬ 
tions,  institutions  geographically  located  further  North  often  are 
prevented  from  practicing  in  the  spring  because  the  lakes  or 
rivers  are  frozen.  The  increase  in  the  distance  outside  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  state  for  which  expenses  can  be  provided  for  practice  ac¬ 
tivities  while  classes  are  in  session  will  provide  greater  flexibili¬ 
ty  to  accommodate  necessary  practice  needs.  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  current  legislation  that  prohibits  student-athletes  from 
missing  class  time  for  practice  activities  would  remain  applica¬ 
ble. 


Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  permit  an  institution  to  provide  its  student-athletes  with 
reasonable  refreshments  for  student-athlete  educational  and 
business  meetings  and,  on  an  occasional  basis,  for  celebratory 
events. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.1  by  adding  new  16.12.1.10,  page  141,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  III] 

[16.12.1.1  through  16.12.1.9  unchanged.] 

"16.12.1.10  Reasonable  Refreshments.  An  institution  may 
provide  student-athletes  with  reasonable  refreshments 
(e.g.,  soft  drinks,  snacks)  for  student-athlete  educational 
and  business  meetings  and,  on  an  occasional  basis,  for 
celebratory  events  (e.g.,  birthdays).” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)!. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  proposal  would  allow  institutions  to  provide  reason¬ 
able  refreshments  at  student-athlete  educational  and  business 
meetings  and  on  an  occasional  basis  for  celebratory  events  (e.g., 
birthdays)  without  having  to  charge  the  student- athletes  a  fee, 
provided  such  a  benefit  is  available  to  students  in  general.  His- 
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torically,  incidental  expense  requests  have  been  granted  without 
exception  for  these  types  of  events. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


PLAYING  AND  PRACTICE  SEASONS 


Intent;  To  permit  Division  III  institutions  to  exempt  an  alumni  con* 
test  in  the  sport  of  basketball. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.5.5.2.4,  pages  162-163,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.5.5.2.4  Division  III.  The  following  basketball  contests  each 
year  may  be  exempted  from  a  Division  III  institution’s  maxi¬ 
mum  number  of  contests: 

[17.5.5.2.4-(a)  through  17.5.5.2.4-(e)  unchanged.] 

“(f)  Alumni  Contest.  One  basketball  contest  each  year 
with  an  alumni  team  of  the  institution.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale;  Current  Division  III  legislation  does  not  permit  institu¬ 
tions  to  exempt  alumni  contests  in  the  sport  of  basketball.  In  an 
effort  to  provide  student-athletes  in  the  sport  of  basketball  op¬ 
portunities  similar  to  those  of  other  sports,  basketball  alumni 
contests  should  be  permitted  to  be  exempted  from  the  maximum 
number  of  basketball  contests,  at  the  institution’s  discretion. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 
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Intent;  To  permit  Division  III  institutions  to  exempt  one  date  of 
competition  in  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field  each  year  with 
an  alumni  team  of  the  institution. 

Bylaws;  Amend  17.25.5.2,  page  221,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.25.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  dates 
of  competition  in  the  sports  of  indoor  and  outdoor  track  and  field 
shall  exclude  the  following  (see  Figure  17-28): 
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[17.25.5.2-(a)  through  17.2.5.2-(h)  unchanged.] 

“(i)  Alumni  Meet.  One  date  of  competition  in  indoor  and 
outdoor  track  and  field  each  year  with  an  alumni 
team  of  the  institution.” 

Source;  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  Current  Division  III  legislation  does  not  permit  institu¬ 
tions  to  exempt  alumni  contests  in  the  sport  of  track  and  field. 
In  an  effort  to  provide  student-athletes  in  the  sport  of  track  and 
field  opportunities  similar  to  those  of  other  sports,  track  and 
field  alumni  dates  of  competition  should  be  permitted  to  be  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  maximum  number  of  track  and  field  dates  of 
competition,  at  the  institution’s  discretion. 

Action:  Adopted. 


Intent:  To  exempt,  on  an  annual  basis,  the  National  Wrestling 
Coaches  Association  meet  from  the  maximum  contest  limitations 
in  the  sport  of  wrestling. 

Bylaws:  Amend  17.28.5.2,  page  231,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“17.28.5.2  Annual  Exemptions.  The  maximum  number  of  dates 
of  competition  in  the  sport  of  wrestling  shall  exclude  the  follow¬ 
ing  (see  Figure  17-31): 

[17.28.5.2-(a)  through  17.28.5.2-(h)  unchanged.] 

“(i)  NWCA  Meet.  One  date  of  competition  each  year  in  the 
National  Wrestling  Coaches  Association  (NWCA) 
meet.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  The  National  Wrestling  Coaches  Association  (NWCA) 
meet  is  an  annual  one-day  event  held  during  the  wrestling  sea¬ 
son.  It  is  an  invitational  meet  that  features  the  top  two  ranked 
wrestlers  at  each  weight  classification.  Because  of  the  limited 
number  of  student-athletes  participating  from  each  institution, 
participation  in  the  meet  often  counts  as  an  individual  and  insti¬ 
tutional  date  of  competition.  Thus,  it  may  be  necessary  for  some 
institutions  to  deny  student-athletes  the  opportunity  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  event  to  avoid  counting  participation  in  the  institu¬ 
tion’s  maximum  contest  limitations.  This  proposal  will  provide 
individual  student-athletes  the  opportunity  to  participate  in 
such  an  event  without  affecting  institutional  commitments.  It 
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should  be  noted  that  similar  exemptions  such  as  the  East- West 
golf  match  are  applicable  in  other  individual  sports. 

Action:  Adopted. 


GENERAL 


Intent:  To  specify  that  the  Management  Council  or  an  institution 
may  certify  international  competition  held  during  an  institu¬ 
tion’s  summer- vac  at  ion  period  that  shall  not  affect  the  student- 
athlete’s  seasons  of  eligibility. 


Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.4.6,  page  103,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

"14.2.4.6  International  Competition/Summers.  Competition  by  a 
student-athlete  representing  an  institution  in  international  com¬ 
petition  during  the  summer-vacation  period  shall  not  affect  the 
student-athlete’s  seasons  of  eligibility,  provided  the  competition 
has  been  certified  by  the  institution  per  Bylaw  30.7.1  or 
sanctioned  by  the  Management  Council,  by  a  two-thirds  majority 
of  its  members  present  and  voting,  and  the  request  for  Manage¬ 
ment  Council  sanction  has  been  made  by  the  institution  at  least 
30  days  prior  to  the  competition.” 

Source:  All  members  of  the  State  University  of  New  York  Athletic 
Conference. 


Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000. 

Rationale:  When  an  institution  schedules  international  competition 
during  the  summer-vacation  period  and  the  competition  has 
been  certified  by  the  institution  per  Bylaw  30.7.1,  the  student- 
athlete  who  has  eligibility  remaining  should  not  be  charged  with 
a  season  of  competition  if  the  athlete  has  not  participated  during 
the  regular  season  or  in  the  nontraditional  season  but  does  par¬ 
ticipate  in  international  competition. 

Committee  Position  (Division  III  Administrative  Review  Sub¬ 
committee):  The  Division  III  Administrative  Review  Subcom¬ 
mittee  supports  this  proposal. 

Action:  Adopted  as  amended. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  in  the  sport 
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tion’s  team  shall  include  a  minimum  of  five  participants  in  each 
contest  that  is  counted  toward  meeting  the  minimum-contest  re¬ 
quirements. 

Bylaws:  Amend  20.11.3.2,  pages  261-262,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“20.11.3.2  Minimum  Contests  and  Participants  Requirements 
for  Sports  Sponsorship.  In  each  sport,  the  institution’s  team 
shall  engage  in  at  least  a  minimum  number  of  intercollegiate 
contests  (against  four-year,  degree-granting  collegiate  institu¬ 
tions)  each  year.  In  the  individual  sports,  the  institution’s  team 
shall  include  a  minimum  number  of  participants  in  each  contest 
that  is  counted  toward  meeting  the  minimum-contests  require¬ 
ment.  The  following  minimums  are  applicable: 

Team  Minimum  Individual  Minimum  Minimum 

Sports  Contests  Sports  Contests  Participants 

Women’s  Fencing  6  3  5” 

[Remainder  of  20.11.3,2  unchanged,] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  The  proposed  increase  in  the  minimum-participants  re¬ 
quirements  for  women’s  fencing  is  necessary  in  order  to  reflect 
the  addition  of  women’s  epee  in  1995.  Because  an  institution  is 
unable  to  win  an  intercollegiate  fencing  contest  with  less  than 
five  student-athletes,  the  proposed  recommendation  to  increase 
the  minimum  from  three  to  five  is  appropriate. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  the  logo  restrictions  on  student-athletes’  ap¬ 
parel  set  forth  in  Bylaw  12.5.5  apply  during  NCAA  champi¬ 
onships  to  all  personnel  (e.g.,  coaches,  trainers,  managers)  who 
are  in  the  team  bench  area  for  practices  and  games,  and  who 
participate  in  NCAA  news  conferences. 

Bylaws:  Amend  31.1  by  adding  new  31.1.3,  page  294,  renumbering 
subsequent  sections,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

[31.1.2  unchanged.] 

“31.1.3  Logo  Restrictions — Bench  Personnel.  The  logo  re¬ 
strictions  on  student-athletes’  apparel  set  forth  in  12.5.5 
shall  apply  during  NCAA  championships  to  all  personnel 
(e.g.,  coaches,  trainers,  managers)  who  are  in  the  team 
bench  area  for  practices  and  games,  and  who  participate 
in  NCAA  news  conferences.” 
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Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  August  1,  2000;  those  contracts  between  institu¬ 
tions  and  apparel  manufacturers  or  distributors  that  include 
logo  specifications  may  be  honored,  provided  such  contracts  were 
in  effect  prior  to  September  23,  1999. 

Rationale:  Currently,  one  of  the  Association’s  basic  principles  of  am¬ 
ateurism  is  to  protect  student -athletes  from  exploitation  by  com¬ 
mercial  enterprises.  To  further  that  principle,  the  Association 
has  placed  appropriate  restrictions  on  the  size  of  logos  that  may 
appear  on  apparel  worn  by  student-athletes  participating  in 
competition.  However,  there  currently  are  no  logo  restrictions  on 
apparel  worn  by  the  coach  or  other  bench  personnel,  and  concern 
has  been  expressed  that  the  potential  for  commercial  exploita¬ 
tion,  particularly  at  the  site  of  NCAA  championships  could  re¬ 
sult.  This  proposal  will  ensure  that  student-athletes,  coaches 
and  other  bench  personnel  are  promoting  their  institutions  (as 
opposed  to  any  commercial  entity)  by  placing  identical  restric¬ 
tions  during  an  NCAA  championship  on  bench  personnel  that 
currently  exist  for  student-athletes  participating  in  the  champi¬ 
onship. 

Action:  Defeated. 


CONSENT  PACKAGE 


Intent:  To  specify  that  a  prospective  student-athlete  on  an  unofficial 
visit  may  not  receive  transportation  other  than  transportation  to 
view  off-campus  practice  and  competition  sites  in  the  prospect  s 
sport  and  other  institutional  facilities  within  a  30-mile  radius  of 
the  institution’s  campus;  further,  to  specify  that  a  violation  of 
this  legislation  is  de  minimis  in  nature  and  will  not  render  an 
enrolled  student-athlete  ineligible,  while  retaining  the  fact  that 
such  a  violation  shall  be  considered  an  institutional  violation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  13.6.3,  page  79,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“13.6.3  Transportation  on  Unofficial  Visit.  During  any  unofficial 
recruiting  visit,  the  institution  may  provide  the  prospect  with 
transportation  only  to  view  off-campus  practice  and  competition 
sites  in  the  prospect’s  sport  and  other  institutional  facilities  (lo¬ 
cated  within  a  30-mile  radius  of  the  institution  s  campus).  An 
institutional  staff  member  must  accompany  the  prospect  during 
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such  a  trip.  Payment  of  any  other  transportation  expenses,  includ¬ 
ing  providing  transportation  to  attend  one  of  the  institution’s 
home  contests  (on  or  off  campus),  shall  cause  the  trip  to  become 
an  official  paid  visit  is  not  permissible.  For  violations  of 
13.6.3  in  which  the  value  of  the  transportation  is  $25  or 
less,  the  eligibility  of  the  individual  (i.e.,  prospective  or 
enrolled  student-athlete)  shall  not  be  affected  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  the  individual  repaying  the  value  of  the 
benefit  to  a  charity  of  his  or  her  choice.  The  individual, 
however,  shall  remain  ineligible  from  the  time  the  insti¬ 
tution  has  knowledge  of  the  receipt  of  the  impermissible 
benefit  until  the  individual  repays  the  benefit.  Violations 
of  this  bylaw  remain  institutional  violations  per  2.8.1  and 
documentation  of  the  individual’s  repayment  shall  be  for¬ 
warded  to  the  enforcement  staff  with  the  institution’s 
self-report  of  the  violation.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  amendment  will  help  to  clarify  this  bylaw  and  elim¬ 
inate  confusion.  As  the  legislation  is  currently  written,  an  insti¬ 
tution  avoids  the  violation  by  considering  the  visit  an  official 
visit.  This  proposal  will  recognize  that  a  violation  did  in  fact 
occur  and,  if  the  value  of  the  transportation  is  $25  or  less,  the  el¬ 
igibility  of  the  individual  will  not  be  affected,  conditioned  upon 
the  individual  repaying  the  value  of  the  benefit  to  a  charity  of 
his  or  her  choice. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  specify  that  if  a  student-athlete  practices  while  enrolled 
in  less  than  a  full-time  program  of  studies,  such  a  violation  is 
considered  de  minimis  and  will  not  render  a  student-athlete  in¬ 
eligible  while  retaining  the  fact  that  such  a  violation  is  still  con¬ 
sidered  an  institutional  violation. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.1.6.1,  pages  98-99,  as  follows: 

[Division  III] 

“14.1,6.1  Requirement  for  Practice.  To  be  eligible  to  participate 
in  organized  practice  sessions,  a  student-athlete  shall  be  en¬ 
rolled  in  a  minimum  full-time  program  of  studies  leading  to  a 
baccalaureate  or  equivalent  degree  as  defined  by  the  regulations 
of  the  certifying  institution.  Violations  of  this  bylaw  shall  be 
considered  institutional  violations  per  2.8.1;  however,  the 
violation  shall  not  affect  the  student-athlete’s  eligibility.” 
[Remainder  of  14.1.6.1  unchanged.] 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement)]. 
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Effective  Date:  Immediately.* 

Rationale:  This  proposal,  similar  to  those  adopted  at  the  past  four 
Conventions,  is  an  attempt  to  decrease  the  number  of  circum¬ 
stances  in  which  an  institution  is  required  to  declare  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  ineligible  as  a  result  of  a  violation  where  the  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  did  not  receive  a  benefit  and  little  or  no  recruiting 
or  competitive  advantage  occurred.  Currently,  a  violation  of  this 
proposal  results  in  an  immediate  reinstatement  of  eligibility 
without  conditions  imposed  on  the  student-athlete.  The  institu¬ 
tion  still  will  be  held  accountable  for  any  institutional  responsi¬ 
bility  regarding  a  violation  of  this  regulation. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 


Intent:  To  delete  the  requirement  that  to  be  granted  a  season  of 
competition  waiver,  an  institution  must  submit  its  waiver  re¬ 
quest  not  later  than  60  days  from  the  date  on  which  the  institu¬ 
tion  first  has  knowledge  that  the  student-athlete  competed  while 
ineligible. 

Bylaws:  Amend  14.2.6.1,2,  pages  104-105,  as  follows: 

[Division  Ill] 

“14.2.6.1.2  Application  Deadline .  The  institution  shall  submit  its 
request  for  a  waiver  not  later  than  60  days  from  the  date  on  which 
the  institution  first  has  knowledge  that  the  student-athlete  com - 
peted  while  ineligible .” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Student-Athlete  Reinstatement)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately* 

Rationale:  The  current  legislation  unfairly  punishes  a  student-ath¬ 
lete  for  an  administrative  error  or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  mem¬ 
ber  institution. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately 


SEMCH^STODBESiff# 


Intent:  To  permit  a  student-athlete  to  receive  compensation  for  par¬ 
ticipation  in  specified  NCAA  research  studies. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.12.1  by  adding  new  16.12.1.10,  page  141,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  III] 

[16.12.1.1  through  16.12.1.9  unchanged.] 

“16.12,1.10  NCAA  Research  Studies.  A  student-athlete  may 
receive  compensation  from  the  Association  for  participat- 
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ing  in  specified  NCAA  research  studies.  Such  compensa¬ 
tion  shall  be  consistent  with  the  going  rate  for  compensa¬ 
tion  offered  in  studies  involving  nonathlete  populations.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)]. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately* 

Rationale:  Many  projects  conducted  by  the  NCAA  Research  Com¬ 
mittee  on  behalf  of  the  Association  address  issues  specific  to  stu¬ 
dent-athletes.  It  is  common  practice  for  researchers  to  offer  com¬ 
pensation  to  study  participants.  This  practice  provides  incentive 
for  subject  recruitment,  participation  and  completeness;  without 
such  incentive,  much  research,  regardless  of  the  topic,  would  be 
difficult  to  conduct.  A  foundation  of  any  research  is  to  attempt 
to  study  the  specific  population  of  interests  whenever  possible. 
The  current  inability  to  compensate  student-athletes  has  had  a 
negative  impact  on  research  studies  associated  with  student- 
athlete  welfare.  It  is  also  recognized  that  there  are  many  stu¬ 
dent-athlete  welfare  issues  that  may  benefit  significantly  from 
such  research.  The  NCAA  Research  Committee  and  the  NCAA 
Committee  on  Competitive  Safeguards  and  Medical  Aspects  of 
Sports  both  have  recommended  that  compensation,  consistent 
with  that  offered  in  studies  in  nonathiete  populations,  be  al¬ 
lowed  for  student-athletes  participating  in  NCAA-funded  re¬ 
search. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately 


_ _ _ ... _ *-  - 

Intent:  To  specify  that  an  institution  may  provide  a  student-athlete 
a  specific  expense  that  has  been  previously  approved  by  the 
NCAA  Division  III  Management  Council,  or  a  committee  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Management  Council,  as  incidental  to  the  student- 
athlete’s  participation  in  athletics  without  submitting  a  formal 
waiver  request  to  the  national  office. 

Bylaws:  Amend  16.13.1  by  adding  new  16.13.1.1,  page  142,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Division  III] 

“16.13.1.1  Previously  Approved  Incidental  Expenses.  Spe¬ 
cific  incidental  expenses  that  have  been  previously  ap¬ 
proved  on  a  routine  basis  by  the  Management  Council,  or 
a  committee  designated  by  the  Management  Council,  may 
be  processed  by  an  institution  or  conference.  Documenta¬ 
tion  of  each  approval  shall  be  kept  on  file  at  the  institu¬ 
tion  or  the  conference  office.” 

Source:  NCAA  Division  III  Presidents  Council  [Management  Coun¬ 
cil  (Committee  on  Interpretations  and  Legislation)!. 

Effective  Date:  Immediately* 
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Rationale:  Currently,  there  are  several  types  of  incidental-expense 
waivers  that  the  NCAA  routinely  approves  (e.g.,  flowers  to  stu¬ 
dent-athlete’s  family  when  there  is  a  death  in  the  family). 
These  types  of  waivers  are  placed  on  the  NCAA  membership 
services  database  as  a  resource  for  institutions  to  research 
prior  to  submitting  incidental-expense  waivers.  Institutions 
and  conferences  should  be  given  the  authority  to  approve  or 
deny  incidental-expense  waivers  that  are  based  on  a  list  of 
waivers  included  on  the  incidental-expense  waiver  database. 
This  proposal  would  reduce  time  demands  associated  with  pro¬ 
cessing  routine  waiver  requests. 

Action:  Adopted,  effective  immediately. 
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Appendix  B 

Roll-Call  Voting 

Due  to  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the  NCAA  national 
office,  a  summary  of  roll-call  votes  was  unavailable  from  the  2000 
Convention. 
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Appendix  C 

Past  Convention  Sites 


Convention 

Year 

1st 

1906 

2nd 

1907 

3rd 

1908 

4th 

1909 

5th 

1910 

6th 

1911 

7th 

1912 

8th 

1913 

9th 

1914 

10  th 

1915 

11th 

1916 

12th 

1917 

13th 

1918 

14th 

1919 

15th 

1920 

16  th 

1921 

17th 

1922 

18th 

1923 

19th 

1924 

20th 

1925 

21st 

1926 

22nd 

1927 

23rd 

1928 

24th 

1929* 

25th 

1930 

26th 

1931 

27th 

1932 

28th 

1933 

29th 

1934 

30th 

1935 

31st 

1936 

32nd 

1937 

33rd 

1938 

34th 

1939 

35th 

1940 

36th 

1941 

37th 

1942 

1943 

38th 

1944t 

39th 

1945 

40th 

1946 

41st 

1947 

42nd 

1948 

43rd 

a.-inn  _ 

1949 

City,  Hotel 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Murray  Hill) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Chicago  (LaSalle) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Chicago  (Sherman) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Atlanta  (Georgian  Terrace) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  Orleans  (Roosevelt) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

Chicago  (Stevens) 

New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

New  York  City  (Pennsylvania) 

New  Orleans  (St.  Charles) 

Chicago  (Sherman) 

Los  Angeles  (Biltmore) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

Detroit  (Book-Cadillac) 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

No  meeting 

New  York  City  (Biltmore) 
Columbus,  Ohio  (Deshler-Wallick) 
St.  Louis  (Jefferson) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 
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Convention 

Year 

City,  Hotel 

44th 

1950 

New  York  City  (Commodore) 

45th 

1951 

Dallas  (Adolphus) 

46th 

1952 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Plaza) 

47th 

1953 

Washington  (Mayflower) 

48th 

1954 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Plaza) 

49th 

1955 

New  York  City  (New  Yorker) 

50th 

1956 

Los  Angeles  (Statler  Hilton) 

51st 

1957 

St.  Louis  (Jefferson) 

52nd 

1958 

Philadelphia  (Bellvue  Stratford) 

53rd 

1959 

Cincinnati  (Netherland  Hilton) 

54th 

1960 

New  York  City  (Astor) 

55th 

1961 

Pittsburgh  (Penn  Sheraton) 

56th 

1962 

Chicago  (Conrad  Hilton) 

57th 

1963 

Los  Angeles  (Statler  Hilton) 

58th 

1964 

New  York  City  (Commodore) 

59th 

1965 

Chicago  (Conrad  Hilton) 

60th 

1966 

Washington  (Sheraton  Park) 

61st 

1967 

Houston  (Sheraton  Lincoln) 

62nd 

1968 

New  York  City  (Biltmore) 

63rd 

1969 

Los  Angeles  (Hilton) 

64th 

1970 

Washington  (Statler  Hilton) 

65th 

1971 

Houston  (Astroworld) 

66th 

1972 

Hollywood,  Florida  (Diplomat) 

67th 

1973 

Chicago  (Palmer  House) 

1st  Special 

1973 

Chicago  (Regency  Hyatt  House) 

68th 

1974 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 

69th 

1975 

Washington  (Sheraton-Park) 

2nd  Special 

1975 

Chicago  (Palmer  House) 

3rd  Special 

1976 

St.  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront  Inn) 

70th 

1976 

St.  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront  Inn) 

71st 

1977 

Miami  Beach  (Fontainebleau) 

72nd 

1978 

Atlanta  (Peachtree  Plaza) 

73rd 

1979 

San  Francisco  (St.  Francis) 

74th 

1980 

New  Orleans  (Fairmont) 

75th 

1981 

Miami  Beach  (Fontainebleau  Hilton) 

4th  Special 

1981 

St.  Louis  (Stouffer’s  Riverfront) 

76th 

1982 

Houston  (Hyatt  Regency) 

77th 

1983 

San  Diego  (Town  and  Country) 

78th 

1984 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

79th 

1985 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

5th  Special 

1985 

New  Orleans  (Hyatt  Regency) 

80th 

1986 

New  Orleans  (Hilton  Riverside) 

81st 

1987 

San  Diego  Clbwn  and  Country) 

6th  Special 

1987 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

82nd 

1988 

Nashville  (Opryland) 

83rd 

1989 

San  Francisco  (Hilton) 

84th 

1990 

Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 
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Convention  Year  City,  Hotel 

85th  1991  Nashville  (Opryland) 

ggth  1992  Anaheim  (Hilton  and  Tbwers) 

87th  1993  Dallas  (Loews  Anatole) 

ggth  1994  San  Antonio  (Marriott  Rivercenter) 

ggth  1995  San  Diego  (Marriott  Marina) 

90th  1996  Dallas  (Wyndham  Anatole) 

91st  1997  Nashville  (Opryland) 

92nd  1998  Atlanta  (Marriott  and  Hyatt) 

93r<l  1999  San  Antonio  (Marriott  Rivercenter) 
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Appendix  D 

NCAA  Officers,  1906-1999 

Years  Namey  Institution 

President 

1906-1913 — Capt.  Palmer  E.  Pierce,  US.  Military  Academy 
1914-1916 — LeBaron  R.  Briggs,  Harvard  University 
1917-1929 — Brig.  Gen.  Palmer  E.  Pierce,  U.S.  Military  Academy 
1930-1932 — Charles  W.  Kennedy,  Princeton  University 
1933-1937 — Maj.  John  L.  Griffith,  Intercollegiate  Conference 
(Big  Tfen) 

1938-1940 — William  B.  Owens,  Stanford  University 
1941-1944 — Phillip  O.  Badger,  New  York  University 
1945-1946 — Wilbur  C.  Smith,  Tulane  University,  University  of 
Wyoming 

1947-1949 — Karl  E.  Lieb,  University  of  Iowa 

1950-1952 — Hugh  C.  Willett,  University  of  Southern  California 

1953-1954 — Albert  B.  Moore,  University  of  Alabama,  Tuscaloosa 

1955-1956 — Clarence  P  Houston,  Tufts  University 

1957-1958 — Frank  N.  Gardner,  Drake  University 

1959-1960 — Herbert  J.  Dorricott,  Western  State  College  of  Colorado 

1961-1962 — Henry  B.  Hardt,  Texas  Christian  University 

1963-1964 — Robert  F.  Ray,  University  of  Iowa 

1965-1966 — Everett  D.  Barnes,  Colgate  University 

1967-1968 — Marcus  L.  Plant,  University  of  Michigan 

1969-1970 — Harry  M.  Cross,  University  of  Washington 

1971-1972 — Earl  M.  Ramer,  University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville 

1973-1974 — Alan  J.  Chapman,  Rice  University 

1975-1976— John  A.  Fuzak,  Michigan  State  University 

1977-1978— J.  Neils  Thompson,  University  of  Texas  at  Austin 

1979-1980 — William  J.  Flynn,  Boston  College 

1981-1982 — James  Frank,  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

1983-1984 — John  L.  Toner,  University  of  Connecticut 
1985-1986 — John  R.  Davis,  Oregon  State  University 
1987-1988 — Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Auburn  University 
1989-1990 — Albert  M.F.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville 
1991-1992 — Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 
1993-1995 — Joseph  N.  Crowley,  University  of  Nevada 
1995-1997 — Eugene  F  Corrigan,  Atlantic  Coast  Conference 

Secretary-Treasurer 

1906-1908 — Louis  A.  Bevier  Jr.,  Rutgers  University,  New 
Brunswick 

1908  — William  A.  Lambeth,  University  of  Virginia 

(Treasurer  only) 

1909-1939 — Frank  W.  Nicolson,  Wesleyan  University 
1940-1944 — Maj.  John  L.  Griffith,  Intercollegiate  Conference 
(Big  Ten) 
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1945-1951 — Kenneth  L.  Wilson,  Intercollegiate  Conference 
(Big  Ten) 

1952-1954— Earl  S.  Fullbrook,  University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln 
1955-1956 — Ralph  W.  Aigler,  University  of  Michigan 
1957-1958— Edwin  D.  Mouzon  Jr.,  Southern  Methodist  University 
1959-1960 — Gen.  Percy  L.  Sadler,  Lehigh  University 
1961-1962 — Rev.  Wilfred  H.  Crowley,  Santa  Clara  University 
1963-1964— Everett  D.  Barnes,  Colgate  University 
1965-1966 — Francis  E.  Smiley,  Colorado  School  of  Mines 
1967-1968— Ernest  B.  McCoy,  Pennsylvania  State  University 
1969-1970— William  J.  Flynn,  Boston  College 
1971-1972 — Samuel  E.  Barnes,  Howard  University,  University  of 
District  of  Columbia 

1973-1974— Richard  P.  Koenig,  Valparaiso  University 
1975-1976 — Stanley  J.  Marshall,  South  Dakota  State  University 
1977-1978 — Edgar  A.  Sherman,  Muskingum  College 
1979-1980 — James  Frank,  Lincoln  University  (Missouri) 

1981-1982 — John  L.  Toner,  University  of  Connecticut 
1983-1984 — John  R.  Davis,  Oregon  State  University 
1985-1986— Wilford  S.  Bailey,  Auburn  University 
1987-1988— Thomas  J.  Frericks,  University  of  Dayton 
1989-1990 — Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 

1991- 1992 — B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University 

1993  — Cedric  W.  Dempsey,  University  of  Arizona 

1994  —Prentice  Gautt,  Big  Eight  Conference 

1995- 1997— Phyllis  L.  Howlett,  Big  Ten  Conference 

Division  I  Vice-President 

1983- 1984 — Gwendolyn  Norrell,  Michigan  State  University 

1985  — Arliss  L.  Roaden,  Tennessee  Technological  University 

1986  — Lewis  A.  Cryer,  Pacific  Coast  Athletic  Association 
1987-1988 — Albert  M.F.  Witte,  University  of  Arkansas, 

Fayetteville 

1989-1990— B.  J.  Skelton,  Clemson  University 

1991  —Douglas  S.  Hobbs,  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles 

1992- 1993— R.  Elaine  Dreidame,  University  of  Dayton 

1994- 1995— William  M.  Sangster,  Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 

1996- 1997— Robert  M.  Sweazy,  Texas  Tech  University 

Division  fl  Vice-President 

1983  — Edwin  W.  Lawrence,  University  of  Alaska  Fairbanks 

1984- 1985— Ade  L.  Sponberg,  North  Dakota  State  University 

1986  — Asa  N.  Green,  Livingston  University 

1987-1988 — Howard  Elwell,  Gannon  University 
1989-1990— Jerry  M.  Hughes,  Central  Missouri  State  University 
1991-1992 — Anthony  F.  Ceddia,  Shippensburg  University  of 

Pennsylvania 

1993- 1994— Charles  N.  Lindemenn,  Humboldt  State  University 

1995- 1997— Lynn  L.  Dorn,  North  Dakota  State  University 
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Division  III  Vice-President 

1983  — Kenneth  J.  Weller,  Central  College  (Iowa) 

1984-1985 — Elizabeth  A.  Kruczek,  Fitchburg  State  College 
1986-1987 — Judith  M.  Sweet,  University  of  California,  San  Diego 
1988-1989 — Alvin  J.  Van  Wie,  College  of  Wooster 
1990-1991 — Rocco  J.  Carzo,  TYifts  University 
1992-1993 — John  H.  Harvey,  Carnegie  Mellon  University 

1994-1995 — Edward  G.  Coll  Jr.,  Alfred  University 

1996- 1997 — Bridget  Belgiovine,  University  of  Wisconsin,  La 

Crosse 

NCAA  Officers,  1997-1999 

Executive  Committee  Chair 

1997- 1998 — Samuel  H.  Smith,  Washington  State  University 

1999-  — Charles  Wethington  Jr.,  University  of  Kentucky 

Division  I  Board  of  Directors  Chair 

1997- 1998 — Kenneth  A.  Shaw,  Syracuse  University 

1998-  — Graham  Spanier,  Pennsylvania  State  University 

Division  II  Presidents  Council  Chair 

1997- 1998 — Adam  W.  Herbert,  University  of  North  Florida 

1998- 1999 — Arend  D.  Lubbers,  Grand  Valley  State  University 
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